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ABSTRACT 
The nature of access to higher education at predominately white institutions for 
African-Americans has been focused largely on the post secondary preparation and the ability 
of the student to adapt to the college milieu. Little attention has been placed on the quality of 
institution's interaction with the student in terms of standard institutional practices and 
procedures. While retention, persistence, achievement and graduation rates are examined. ±e 
purpose of this study is to examine the gain in the aforementioned factors when African-
American students receive interventions which are either standard services available to all 
students versus those which are developed for students in a subpopulation. 
African-American students attending a Midwestern regional comprehensive university 
between 1985 - 1990 are the bases of the study. Each entry class was introduced to 
increasing levels of intervention, ranging from none to four interventions. The interventions 
were either institutional or specialized. The study examines two categories of intervention: 
institutional adjustments (academic standards, residential life programs, financial aid and 
advisement) and specialized programs (pre-matriculation bridge program, ethnic specific 
social programs, and academic assistance). The students are followed from entrance to exit to 
find if significant differences exist based on the source of the interventions received. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
Overview 
Since the late 1960s, minorities were allowed greater access to predominantly white 
institutions (PWI) as a result of civil rights legislation, increased financial aid resources, and 
sentiments of the time in an effort to correct past exclusionary practices. The nature of 
minority student participation in higher education on a PWI began with a variety of 
assumptions and generalizations which biased the quality of the interaction between the 
student and the institution. 
Issues of minority participation on a PWI 
Issues of Afiican American inclusion in the milieu of the PWI have been based on 
many factors. Some of the more salient issues ranged firom the well-intentioned sentiments to 
incidences of overt and covert racism. The themes most expressed involved issues of environ­
mental dissonance, academic under preparation, social incongruence (Love. 1993). the need 
for extra-institutional remedies and legal necessity (Kobrak. 1992; Land & Land. 1992; 
Phillip. 1993; Sutherland & Williams-Myers, 1991; Wiggans, 1991). Assumptions based on 
these themes were devised based on assumptions of the problems encountered and the 
perceived ability levels of the newly enfi-anchised subpopulation. The essence of these 
assumptions has had a variety of institutional and programmatic consequences. The objectives 
of the institutional efforts at inclusion were intended to increase access to non-traditional 
constituencies. The methods employed to provide access were based on popularly held 
assumptions of the deficiencies of the students and the resulting dissonance which could be 
anticipated to be experienced by minorities within the institutional milieu. While the efforts at 
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inclusion on most PWI's were developed with the goal of providing individualized services, 
the long term effects resulted in the isolation and/or insulation of the minority population. In 
addition, in many cases the net effect was to "ghetto-ize" the concerns/needs of minority 
students within the PWI socially, academically, and psychologically. It should be noted that 
the assimiptions and resulting efforts were not undertaken unilaterally. 
The assumptions coupled with demands from minorities for minority representation 
within the institution led to the development of minority advisors/facilitators and a myriad of 
specialized offices and programs. The predominate features of which were programs designed 
outside of standard institutional practices, policies and procedures. 
Assumptions and generalizations of minorities participation 
The influx of minority students in the late 1960s and early 1970s was accomplished 
often with an anecdotal understanding of the needs of the students; and with little or no 
assessment of adjustments an institution would need to make to accommodate the students 
(Phillip, 1993). In many cases (including my own) students were admitted to institutions with 
little understanding of the difficult adjustments that minority students would encounter 
socially, environmentally and academically. A situation that was exacerbate because many of 
the minority students entered PWI's with little experience or family history with majority 
culture or higher education. This produced situations which involved many incidences of 
dissatisfaction and discord among the new arrivals. The phenomenon became colloquially 
(and collectively) known as "cultiire shock." I feel that the major mistake was the develop­
ment of programs based on a reduction of trauma. Institutions largely failed to recognize that 
trauma is a result of initial encounter with the new environment; not a constant situation. 
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In recognition of the problem, minority students held protests and made demands that 
the institutions provide programs and services that would allow for relief from the traumatic 
introduction to institution and majority culture (Holton, 1995). The reaction by most 
institutions was the creation of minority affairs departments, whose missions were to remedi­
ate the difBculties encountered by the students within the institution (Gordon & Humphries. 
1984). 
The problem is the student 
The basic assumptions which guided the creation of the minority affairs units included 
that minorities: were admitted to be in compliance with civil rights guidelines, institutions 
were not equipped to fully understand the needs of the students due to racism, compensatory 
programs/services were necessary to meet the need, whites could not adequately provide 
services, and separation of services would reduce the impact of under prepared students on 
the educational experience for traditional populations (Gordon & Humphries, 1984). While 
most of the institutional efforts to ameliorate the problems were done in good faith, the net 
effect was to create catch-all ofiBces which tended to absolve the institutions from learning to 
service the minority student populations within it's structure. It also had the effect of 
institutionally isolating students and retarding their ability to leam to function within the 
institutional structure (Hanford, 1984). The assumption was that institutions were not capable 
of adapting and conforming the structure of the institution to the needs of minority students 
and vice versa. In other words, the problem was the minority student; not the institution. 
Thus, programs and services were developed to "solve the problem." 
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The extra-institutional solution 
The early 1970s were marked by student unrest and demands from students for 
accommodation. The solution was the creation of the minority affairs units. Based on a 
reduction of student concerns and institutional interests, various paradigms were established 
to define the nature of services for non-traditional populations. Paradigms which defined the 
problem in terms of cultural barriers, educational barriers, social insulation, social isolation, 
and institutional racism (Adolphus, 1984). These paradigms were established jointly (in many 
instances) by the institutions and minority constituencies. The goal was to meet expressed 
needs, the effect was to create an institution within an institution. Each of the factors gave 
rise to various interventions, policies, procedures and consequences. 
Cultural barriers to inclusion are best illustrated by student charges of the institutions 
Inability to understand and/or define their needs (Dent, 1974). The institutional response was 
to create cultural-based units which provided academic, administrative and social program­
ming support for the students. These units were generally developed with minority staffs 
which planned and provided speakers, cultural events, social gatherings, and separate 
locations for minority student interaction. The fimctions of the minority units in many cases 
duplicated functions which already existed on the campus (Leon, 1979). Even though they 
were generally established based on student demands, the centers have had the effect of 
isolating the students environmentally, administratively and socially fi-om the main body of the 
campus based on paradigms of cultural incompatibility. 
Paradigms of educational barriers to inclusion stem fi-om institutional concerns of 
under preparation of minority students by faculty and administrators (Allen. 1988; Tripp. 
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1986). The underlining premise of student under preparedness ranged from issues of 
academic incompatibility based on the academic standards of the institution (Berkowitz. 1992) 
to reverse discrimination (Copeland, 1979). The result was the creation of institutionally and 
federally based programs to provide academic services for special populations which were 
external to the standard services currently provided by the institutions. Also, by creating 
extra-institutional specialized educational services, institutions incurred additional financial 
burdens. The creation of specialized services for minorities was largely praised by minority 
constituencies, copied by other specialized populations (women, disabled, etc.) and generally 
resented by administrators, faculty, and traditional populations (Dent. 1974; Mosqueda, 1981; 
Spears, 1978). The resentment was evident in an ever increasing tide of isolation of minority 
populations and institutional racism. 
Institutional racism at the PWI is pervasive (Copeland, 1979). It has its roots in the 
Reconstruction Era. and has grown steadily since minorities began to enter white institutions 
in the mid 1960s (Ballard. 1973). According to Ballard, the myopic view of many institutions 
has resulted in a situation of "benign neglect." The features include the inability to change/be 
inclusive based on: " ...institutional ties to the socioeconomic base creation of an institu­
tional caste system, belief sets that surmised that minorities were not as intellectually compe­
tent as whites (students or faculty), institutionally perceived role of preserving and transmit­
ting the values of the larger society, and other Social Darwinistic concepts. The initial 
enthusiasm to integrate the PWI was replaced by increasingly isolated programs and services 
for minority populations. Little effort was made to either include the needs of special 
populations or alter the institution to enhance viability of minority access and participation 
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into the fabric of the institution. 
Insulation and isolation of minority populations occurred on the PWI due to the 
perception of "cultural incompatibility." This concept was embraced by institutional and 
minority constituencies (Hurtado, Dey, & Travino, 1994). Re-segregation on college 
campuses are both pronounced and tacitly supported by all sides. For minority constituencies, 
insulation/re-segregation are reactions to perceptions of institutional unresponsiveness to their 
needs and the lack of cultural reference points found within the milieu of the PWI. For the 
PWI, isolated services provided paths of least resistence to meet the concerns/needs of 
minority constituencies. In hindsight, the methodologies employed seem to me a bit perverse; 
in terms of reaching intended goals of providing the services. Over time, the goals seemed to 
have changed from the initial intentions of increasing the levels of access and inclusion. The 
goal for the subpopulation seems to be the reduction of dissonance through self-imposed 
isolation on the campus. The goal for the institution seems to be insulation of the institution, 
through the creation of special programs, by providing increased opportunities to limit 
interaction with institutional structures which are perceived to be hostile and/or oblivious by 
the students (Buncombe, 1973). Many of the aforementioned occurrences, while found in 
minority populations in general, are most pronounced in the African American student 
population. 
Issues of African American participation on PWrs 
The previous section presented issues for minority group members in general. 
However, many of the issues stated were initiated within the African American subpopula­
tion, which experiences levels/degrees of dissonance that are unique to that subpopulation. 
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The crux of the situation involves culturally based perceptions, which are (often times) related 
to the pervasiveness of racism and racist attitudes. Attitudes held by administrators, faculty, 
traditional student populations and also within black student groups have ail contributed to 
and exacerbated the situation. 
Academic, social environmental political and psychological barriers to access exist to 
a larger degree for African Americans, than for other minority groups within the PWI. This 
can be best illustrated by the less than impressive persistence, retention and graduation rates of 
African Americans in relation to other minorities (Bennett & Okinaka, 1989; Love. 1993); 
despite the proliferation of specialized programs. If in fact culture/race are at the heart of the 
problems for African Americans, then should solutions be based on cultural considerations? 
Cultural solutions have been devised and implemented in a variety of ways. The 
development of the federally-funded TRIO programs, cultural centers, bridge programs, 
minority advisors, mentoring programs, and a host of other initiatives are all representative of 
the use of cuhural considerations to resolve the issues of access within the African American 
student population. Most of these initiatives and interventions have been established outside 
of the main institutional structures; many of which duplicate existing structures on the 
campuses. Thus affording the institutions little incentive for change of policies, procedures, 
practices or missions that would make the institutions more inclusive of all of its' constituen­
cies. In effect, creating inequitable situations for all parties, virtually insuring that the 
inequities experienced by all parties concerned within the institution could persist (Davis. 
1995; Dent, 1974). One could surmise, that the "extra-separate but equal" practices, which 
have been tacitly embraced and demonstrated through the creation of extra institutional units. 
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policies and procedures has obvious drawbacks as the solution to the issues of access and 
attainment. 
Insulation and isolation 
If extra-institutional solutions are not meeting the objectives, the questions need to be 
asked: why do African Americans have so diflScult a time integrating into the PWI milieu? 
Why do African Americans elect to resolve problems with solution sets based on self-
segregation? A disturbing trend has developed on PWI's during the last two decades. 
Specifically, requests for separate facilities, services and accommodations are both requested 
by African American constituencies (students, faculty and administrators) and provided by 
institutions. Have well intentioned institutions and a frustrated subpopulation just thrown in 
the towel and acquiesced their collective responsibilities? The desire of the institutions to 
insulate African Americans from the perceived hostility of the main body of the campus, 
through the implementation of culture-based initiatives are evident (and in some cases 
laudable) in the response to charges of indifference and racism. Also, the desire of the Afiican 
American students to create an "ethnically user-friendly" environment within the PWI has 
generally reduced friction, at least in the short term. The problems with the current responses 
by both the PWI's and the African American community are that the core issues of inclusion 
and learning to function institutionally across ethnic lines are thwarted; leaving the problems 
which instigated the initial complaints and dissonance unresolved. In any event, charges of 
racism and uiuresponsiveness have not diminished. The unresolved problems of encounter, 
immersion and attainment of individual and/or institutional goals continue in spite of the many 
attempts at resolution of the problems. 
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The nature of attainment of higher educational goals 
Students do not perform in a vacuum. In order to reach the goal of graduation, 
students must leam to function interpersonally, socially, academically, environmentally and 
psychologically (Chickering «& Reisser, 1993). The need to be able to successfully negotiate 
the college milieu is essential to success for all students. In the case of the African American 
student, negotiation of the milieu is critical and involves additional impediments (GriflBn, 
1991; Martin & Williams-Dixon, 1991). As stated earlier, African American students have to 
deal with issues not encountered by traditional populations. Issues of academic under 
preparation, (Florida State Postsecondary Education Planning Commission, 1996) lack of 
social interaction with the majority population (Hurtado et al.. 1994), environmental disso­
nance (Dey & Hurtado, 1995; Martin, 1990), and psychological stability (Chickering & 
Reisser, 1993; Pamham & Helms, 1985) are many times insurmoimtable barriers for the 
African American student. Sadly, while progress in the admissions process has been made, 
the ability to retain and graduate black students still has not approached the levels of attain­
ment of white students at most PWI's. 
Results of current efforts 
The eflForts to assimilate a diverse population at most institutions has not had the best 
of results. High attrition, creation of extra institutional programs, low graduation rates, an 
increase of re-segregation and institutional racism have been the outcomes of the efiforts to 
date. In spite of a myriad of programs, services and interventions, the rate of success for 
minority students has been discouraging; this seems to be more pronounced for African 
Americans [I will cover these issues in the review of literature.]. There appears to be no 
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definitive solution to the problems of minority student access, utilizing the paradigm*; 
developed over the last two decades. 
The literature of the last twenty years has dealt extensively with the issues of minority 
access. Most of it involves student-based interventions. Counseling, social programs, 
mentorship, summer bridge programs, etc., which were created to facilitate an increase in 
persistence, retention and graduation rates of minorities has resulted in marginal levels of 
success. Over the last twenty years, dozens of variations of programs and services have been 
initiated. If student-based interventions are the solution, then why are the results so marginal? 
It is my contention the problem lies not solely with the student, but includes the 
apparent inability of institutions to adapt to the needs of nontraditional populations. The 
failure of institutions to successfully accommodate and incorporate nontraditional populations 
within the institutional firamework are both the heart of the problem and the deterrent to 
possible solution sets. In other words, institutional adaptation to nontraditional constituen­
cies is inexplicably absent fi-om the solution set. 
The case for institutional competence 
Inasmuch, as students must adapt to the institutioru the institution must learn to adapt 
to the student. This is not a foreign concept in higher education. The introduction of working 
and middle class white males in the 1950s, women in the 1970s, the disabled in the 1980s, and 
gay and lesbian's in the 1990s have all precipitated major adaptations by institutions based on 
the identification of unmet needs. Many of the demonstrated needs were developed into 
programs, policies and procedures and integrated into the fabric of the institution; unit by unit. 
If this can be accomplished for other groups, why is integration such a difficult hurdle, when 
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the issue is race? 
I believe that the crux of the problems of integration of needs for African Americans 
and other minority populations go beyond the issues of institutional racism. They are directly 
related to issues of institutional competence. Institutional competence for the sake of this 
discourse is defined as: the ability to adequately serve all populations enroUed. The creation 
of units within the institution that either duplicate or abrogate responsibility for any segment 
of the population inescapably does a disservice to the intended group. Two outcomes become 
apparent: (1) students have a diminished ability to understand how the institution fimctions; 
due to reliance on extra institutional units and (2) institutional units have a diminished 
understanding of the students; due to lack of contact and familiarity with the needs and issues 
of the students. The necessity for both the students and the institution to increase their 
knowledge and understanding of each other seems to be the logical place to begin to formu­
late a viable set of solutions. 
Statements of the Problem 
There are four main issues which define the problems explored by the study; 
1. African American students are not attaining undergraduate degrees in numbers 
representative of institutional norms; 
2. the success rate has been resistant to the various types of intervention programs; 
3. interventions are generally designed based on anecdotal information, and 
4. The usage of extra-institutional solutions has resulted in a lessening of institutional 
accountability and student responsibility for attainment. 
These issues raised indicate that the problems of access and attainment may not be solvable by 
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exclusively utilizing student-centered intervention strategies. If the goal of the PWI's is to 
increase access and attainment, then a reevaluation of current measures seems to be indicated. 
Signiflcance of the Study 
This study seeks to look a an evaluation of a novel approach to the issues. An 
examination of the eflBcacy of interventions based on which entity provides the intervention: 
institutional vs extra institutional entities. This study is neither an attempt to gauge the quality 
of services provided, nor is it a retention study. It merely seeks to examine if services can be 
provided in a efiBcacious manner by institutional and extra institutional units. In other words, 
can institutional service personnel proficiently provide services which meets the needs of 
Afiican American students, when they are allowed to interact directly? If current efforts are 
largely based on the assxunptions and subsequent paradigms of cultural incongruity, an 
examination of this situation is warranted. In light of the demonstrated consequences of self-
isolation and institutional insulation of current efibrts. I feel that this is an important area of 
investigation. 
The study could lead to a reevaluation of the attainment process for minority and other 
sub-populations. Thus, leading to exploring efiBcacious methods to re-integrate sub-popula-
tions into the main body of the campus structurally, environmentally and psychologically. The 
need for assessment of previous efforts, coupled with training for institutional personnel to 
understand and accommodate nontraditional populations are possible outcomes of the study. 
The results of such an effort by PWI's may result in demarcating a viable starting point for 
reaching the long sought goal of increasing minority student success. 
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Research Hypotheses, Questions and Objectives 
The following are the questions and hypotheses examined in the study: 
Does retention differ when African Americans are allowed to interact directly with the 
PWI in all facets of the attainment process? 
Hypothesis #1: Students who do not receive extra-institutionally based program­
ming/services (culturally based services and assistance) will differ 
significantly in retention. 
Does achievement differ when African Americans are allowed to interact directly with 
the PWI in all facets of the attainment process? 
Hypothesis #2: Students who do not receive extra-institutionally based program­
ming/services (culturally based service and assistance) will differ significantly in 
achievement. 
Do institutions realize an increase in the ability to persist, when students are allowed to 
interact with the environs directly? 
Hypothesis #3: Students who do not receive extra-institutionally based assistance 
will differ significantly in persistence. 
Do institutions realize an increase in attainment when multiple extra-institutional 
interventions are applied? 
Hypothesis #4: Students who have experienced multiple extra-institutional 
interventions will differ significantly in attainment. 
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Exceptions 
There are some important exceptions which need to be noted: 
1. Due to the fact that the study only covers one institution the results cannot be 
generalized beyond the particular institution. 
2. The study is meant to be only a demarcation point for a larger study. 
3. Due to small numbers, the study is limited in its possibilities for a more thorough 
scrutiny. 
4. The uniqueness of the situation also limits the studies applicability beyond the 
institution utilized in the study. 
In spite of these limitations. I feel that this study is important because it points to a direction 
for new examination of the issues involved in equal access to higher education for minority-
students in general and African Americans specifically. The need to reexamine the efiBcacy of 
current interventions and the manner in which they are provided are crucial to the attainment 
process. The limitations of the study do not hinder the viability of the choice to research this 
area. I intend to elaborate on these issues in my summary and conclusions. 
Definition of Terms 
Attainment; The end product of interaction with the institution.. 
Attrition: The inability of an individual to persist: marks the end of the attainment process; an 
outcome variable. 
Extra-institutional Intervention: Any program, service or assistance specifically designed for a 
subpopulation. 
Individual Responsibility: Those factors under the control of the individual student (i.e. class 
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attendance, rules adherence, course selection, etc.). 
Institutional Competence: The ability of the institution to perform satisfactorily for all 
enrolled persons through standard institutional practices. 
Insulation: Programming and services which are designed to reduce dissonance due to 
interaction with PWI environs/milieu; based on paradigms of institutional racism. 
Duplicate programs and services designed to be exclusive of the main body of the 
institution (i.e. afrocentric, hispanic, etc.); based on culturally-based paradigms 
Isolation: Self- segregation utilized to reduce dissonance due to interaction with PWI and its' 
milieu; based on paradigms of cultural incompatibility and institutional racism. 
Persistence: The process of actively pursuing a degree. Persistence does not connote 
consecutive enrollment. 
Retention: The ability of an individual to persist- length of time in the attainment process 
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2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Review of Concepts 
Attainment: The end product of interaction with the institution. 
Attrition: The inability of an individual to persist: marks the end of the attainment process. 
Extra-institutional Intervention: Any program, service or assistance specifically 
designed for a subpopulation. 
Individual Responsibility: Those factors under the control of the individual student (i.e. class 
attendance, rules adherence, course selection, etc.). 
Institutional Conif)etence: The ability of the institution to perform satisfactorily for all 
enrolled persons through standard institutional practices. 
Insulation: Programming and services which are designed to reduce dissonance due to 
interaction with PWI environs/milieu; based on paradigms of institutional racism. 
Duplicate programs and services designed to be exclusive of the main body of the 
institution (i.e. afrocentric. hispanic. etc.); based on culturally-based paradigms 
Isolation: Self- segregation utilized to reduce dissonance due to interaction with PWI and its" 
milieu; based on paradigms of institutional racism. 
Persistence: The process of actively pursuing a degree. Persistence does not connote 
consecutive enrollment. 
Retention: The ability of an individual to persist- length of time in the attainment process 
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Review of Relevant Literature 
The literature on African American access, persistence/retention and graduation on 
the predominately white campus is extensive. They can best be categorized into six groups of 
issues, they are: academic/preparedness, interventions/programs, environmental, social/ 
interpersonal, institutional/govemance, and the effects of institutional racism. Each of these 
areas many subsets of topics and will be explored individually. 
Academics/Preparedness 
One of the major areas of discussion throughout the body of literature is the level of 
academic preparedness of African American students. The literature illustrates a variety of 
issues, including: admissions standards, need for pre-matriculation programs, remedial 
programs/courses, persistence/retention issues and academic standards. The ability to 
compete with traditional students is a major concern for many of the authors. 
The process of extending the range of acceptable board scores, high school rank. 
grades received, etc. have all been implemented in order to meet institutional admissions 
goals for sub-populations (Abraham & Wagnon, 1992; Lomotey, 1990; Martin & Williams-
Dixon, 1991; Rodriguez, 1995; Sherman & Tinto, 1975). Increasing access to minority 
students through adjustments to admissions criteria has not always been seen as positive for 
institutions (Hudson, 1990). In many instances, perceptions of an African Americans lack 
academic prowess has been viewed as counterproductive to the institution at large and its' 
educational mission. These sentiments are echoed by a variety of authors. (Adams, 1994; 
Anderson, 1996; Cross, 1993; Dey & Hurtado, 1995; Flanagan. 1992; Illinois State Board of 
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the black student's ability to compete academically with their peers. 
In the book. Education and Identity (1993), Chickering outlines seven developmental 
tasks which students must accomplish to be successful in post-secondary education (Chickeri­
ng & Reisser, 1993). One of the major initial tasks is "achieving intellectual competence." 
This is a major undertaking for any student. It is a major developmental task that must be 
fulfilled in order for the student to reach personal goals. Three concepts have been identified 
as factors in defining under-preparedness: (1) students with demonstrated skills deficits, (2) 
students that do not meet regular admissions standards, and (3) students that demonstrate 
placement test scores below the cutoff for assigrmient into regular courses (Noel «& Levitz, 
1985). For AMcan American students, that are in many instances under-prepared for college 
level instruction, the level of preparedness is a major barrier to the persistence and attainment 
profile. In addition to the demonstrated skills deficits, many blacks must also overcome 
assumptions held by white feculty, administrators and students of intellectual inferiority 
(Berry. 1983). 
The white attitudes of intellectual inferiority are often times affirmed in the classroom, 
in interaction with p)eers, and in the grading process. The persistent afiBrmation is all to often 
believed by black students (Berry, 1983); and are generally most apparent in student/faculty 
interaction and the grading process (Gossett, Cuyjet, & Cockriel, 1996). 
The paradigm of intellectual inferiority emerges in the recruitment process and 
hampers the students ability to realize academic competence. (Berkowitz, 1992; Cross, 1993; 
Flanagan, 1992; Petersen & Petersen, 1996; Themstrom, 1995) In spite of the paradigm, the 
success rates for Afiican American students remains constant and positive for students when 
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socioeconomic status and race are controlled (Cambum, 1990). The inferiority paradigm and 
the assumptions of institutional entities persist (Steward, 1989). 
The inferiority paradigm has resulted in movements to raise academic standards and 
admissions criteria. (Anrig, 1985; Hudson, 1990; Themstrom, 1995; Williams, 1992) While 
success for African American students has increased over recent years, the pervasiveness of 
white attitudes continue. Measures to solve the problem of under preparation of African 
American students has resulted in the creation of a variety of programs, services and course 
offerings. 
The establishment of interventions to remediate academic deficiencies has led to the 
creation of various pre-matriculation programs and remedial course offerings. The efiBcacy of 
these programs has been met with marginal results (Florida State Postsecondary Education 
Planning Commission, 1996; Gold, 1992; Lambert, 1991). Hesser (1992), contends that pre-
matriculation programs, while showing some gains for students, are not as efiScacious as 
should be expected. Programs are designed to provide intensive orientation and/or remedial 
instruction to raise the skills of students determined to lack the ability to compete with their 
peers. In any case, PWI's have established either institutionally based and/or federally funded 
(TRIO) programs, which provide remedial course work, social programs, immersion pro-
greims, workshops and tutorial assistance. All of which were designed to bridge educational 
gaps for the under prepared student. Even though the programs proliferate on the PWI. the 
attainment rates are far from impressive (Lively, 1993). Lively points out that as a result of 
marginal success rates of these programs, many institutions are increasing their efforts to end 
such programs. Issues of efiScacy, costs, etc. are being utilized as rationale for removing 
20 
remedial programs. Coupled with movements to raise admissions standards, the end results 
will likely precipitate a decrease in minority access and participation on the PWI. The 
utilization of skills development programming and students needing skills development will be 
forced into two year institutions (Ohio State Legislative-OfiBce of Educational Oversight, 
1996). 
If the results of remediation are dubious at the emersion/encounter stages, then what 
effects on the attainment profile for Afiican American students can be anticipated. Betmett 
and Okinaka (1989), found that the ability to pjersist at a PWI required implementation of a 
variety of factors. Their "Conceptual Model of Black Student Attrition," examined persister/ 
non-persister status, demographic/ registrar data (ACT. high school rank, and GPA). coUege 
satisfaction surveys, inter-group social interaction and population size to delineate the 
propensity of an Afiican American student to persist at a PWI (Bennett & Okinaka. 1989). 
Bennett and Okinaka found that participation, high satisfaction, involvement in institution-
wide fiinctions and academic success were the significant factors related to persistence. Their 
findings are echoed by others found in the literature (Astin, 1984; Cotera, 1988; Cross, 1993; 
Peng & Korb, 1991; Pennsylvania College of Technology, 1993; Tinto, 1987). 
Inasmuch as the literature aflBrms the factors for attainment they are focused on the 
students ability to adapt to the PWI. Little attention or research has been expended on the 
role of the institutional practices, policies and procedures; and the role the institution should 
play in accountability for Afiican American access. Most reinforce the concepts which 
involve defining the student as a problem and their ability to "fit" into the institutional 
framework. A process that culminates in the issue of academic standards and their applica­
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tion. The factors of grading, faculty/ student interaction, satisfactory progress rules, with­
drawals and academic dismissal policies determine both the quality and duration of the higher 
educational experience for the African American student. 
Cross (1993) contends that the grading process has an effect on the amount of effort 
expended by students, the levels of achievement and classroom attitudes. The perceptions of 
African American students concerning the method of assessment and the quality of fac­
ulty/student interaction has a definitive effect on the attainment process. The expectations of 
faculty persons are generally "pessimistic" as it relates to faculty attitudes of the ability levels 
of African American students (Kobrak, 1992). In addition, African American students feel 
that they are not as intellectually capable as their white peers based on faculty attitudes, which 
are expressed in a variety of ways. Over-explanation, use of "ignoring" behaviors, marginal 
participation by students and differential grading all convey the impressions that the students 
are ill-equipped for college level instruction. Of the aforementioned behaviors, differential 
grading can be the most devastating, resulting in either grade inflation or down-grading by the 
faculty (Cross, 1993). Both grading outcomes are the direct result of low expectations; and 
diminish sense of intellectual competence (Tripp, 1986). Tripp's conclusions on the effect of 
grading and faculty behaviors are also concluded by other authors (Astin, 1993; Kobrak. 
1992; Leslie & Oaxaca, 1998; Nettles, Gosman, Thoney, & Dandridge, 1985). The literature 
deems that faculty/ student interaction is an essential factor for attainment by African 
American students. 
The importance of faculty/ student interaction cannot be underestimated. African 
American students tend to exhibit higher levels of achievement, persistence and retention 
when they interact frequently with faculty members (Kobrak. 1992; Leslie & Oaxaca, 1998). 
As important as the quality of student/ faculty interaction is to the attainment process; the 
determination and implementation of satisfactory progress rules and regulations are equally 
important to the attainment process (Stith, 1994). 
The admission of students who are under prepared and the marginal outcomes of 
remedial assistance contribute to the problem of the creation of a revolving door for African 
Americans. Inasmuch as the aforementioned create a problem, the establishment of polices 
for academic standards and their applications have obvious effects on student retention and 
attainment. Satisfactory progress, withdrawal and dismissal policies can greatly effect the 
students ability to reach attainment. Institutional policies on withdrawals, dismissals, re-entry 
and forgiveness are not given enough responsibility for attrition. (Florida State Postsecondary 
Education Planning Commission, 1996) In recent years institutional standards have been 
increased and new standards are being imposed from both internal and external sources 
(Berkowitz, 1992). While institutional policies are designed and implemented across racial 
lines, the effects of these policies tend to have a disparate effect on African Americans (Fox, 
1985). The flexibility in academic standards policies are essential to minority access. Since 
many institutions admit minority students based on reduced or expanded criteria, the need for 
flexible application of progress rules is warranted. Studies cite that selectivity in the admis­
sions process may be the best indicator of academic success (Hopson, 1990). However, the 
need for flexibility at the academic standards stage is also indicated (Hanford, 1984), 
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Interventions/Programs 
The development of programs and services to meet needs of non-traditional popula­
tions is not a new process. Institutional adjustments to enfranchise non-traditional popula­
tions has been an ongoing evolution throughout the history of higher education. Working 
class white males were enfranchised after World War II with the creation of the GI Bill and 
the National Defense Act. White females were determined to be in need of legislative 
remedies in the late 1960s and early 1970s through the Powell Amendments to the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 (i.e. Title IX) (Holton, 1995). As a result of these legislative actions, 
adjustments were instituted for white males and white females in terms of programs and 
services to increase access for these groups. As numbers began to increase, institutions 
adjusted policies, procedures and standards to incorporate the new populations. The major 
feature was integration of the needs of these non-traditional populations into the fabric of the 
institution. However, institutions have been more reluctant to establish similar adjustments 
for access by minority populations (Ebbers & Henry, 1990). 
In the late 1960s and early 1970s, minority students (in particular African Americans) 
began to be admitted to predominantly white universities in large numbers. However, instead 
of incorporating the need sets of minority students into the institutional framework, policies, 
programs and services were established outside of the main university framework (Gordon & 
Humphries, 1984). The failure to institutionalize programs for minorities continues to have 
both social and ethical consequences (Gordon & Humphries, 1984). Barriers to true access 
were created by the external nature of programs and services created by minorities (Ballard, 
1973; Blake, 1973). Institutionally-based and externally fimded service programs were 
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instituted to facilitate minority student access. Pre-matriculation programs, academic 
assistance programs and other services were designed and implemented outside of the 
institutions standard services provided for ail students (i.e. Higher Education Amendments of 
1968- Title I, Part A, Section 105). The Higher Education Amendments of 1968 authorized 
the creation of the federally fimded TRIO Programs. Special Services for Disadvantaged 
Students (SSS), Upward Bound Programs and Talent Search programs were imported on to 
campuses to meet the needs of minority students. These programs were copied by a number 
of institutions and set up quasi-extemally administered or as stand-alone programs (Sherman 
&Tinto. 1975). 
While well intended, these programs brought about a number of social and ethical 
problems. Programs and services for minorities were largely established based on social 
context, in lieu of institutionally incorporated or adapted units (Gordon & Humphries. 1984). 
The external nature, coupled with cultural pretext has resulted in programing with little 
oversight or accountability to and from the sponsoring institution (Sherman & Tinto. 1975). 
Sherman and Tinto (1975), assert, while the programs have shown merit in some cases, the 
negative and racist attitudes of institutional entities allows for broad variations in program 
effectiveness. Other authors aflHrm Tinto's conclusion (Gordon & Fahrer, 1976; Gordon, 
1990; Land & Land, 1992; Rodriguez. 1989). 
The inability of PWI's to provide oversight and controls on programmatic designs for 
specialized services generally leads to a lack of accountability and blaming behaviors for 
marginal success rates (Leon, 1979). The wide variance in the success ratio of students 
utilizing such programs can be largely attributed to the lack of controls over the programmatic 
design, evaluation and administration (Hanford, 1984). The problems inherent in services and 
programs, based on an inability to successfiilly integrate minority populations structurally are 
also evident inside of the campus environs. 
Environmental Issues 
The role of the milieu of the PWI is a fundamental concern for the African American 
student on the PWI. Many authors have developed various conceptual models of the process 
of persistence and withdrawal behaviors (Adams. 1994; Kuh, 1993; Martin & Williams-Dixon, 
1991; Pascarella, 1984; Sherman & Tinto, 1975). These studies show there are direct 
relationships between the person and the environment which have a definitive effect on the 
attainment profile (Allen, 1988; Nettles et al., 1985; Tinto, 1998) for Afiican American 
students. They conclude that while Afiican Americans generally have higher aspirations than 
whites, the aspirations do not necessarily connote successfixl academic, social or attainment. 
The authors assert that incongruence with the environment of the PWI is a major contributor 
to the success quotient. GriflBn (1991) asserts that integration socially within the milieu has 
direct impact on the students self esteem and satisfaction with college life (GrifiBn, 1991). 
Other authors have seen other aspects including,: marginality of self perceptions (Gossett et 
al., 1996), self segregation (Hurtado et al.. 1994), self isolation (GriflBn, 1991), environmental 
dissonance (Abrahamowicz, 1988) and feelings of disjointedness (Martin & Williams-Dixon. 
1991). Most of the literature in this area are based on Tinto's conceptual model, which 
postulates that environmental considerations are related to academic success. Tinto's model 
seeks to explain why some Afiican American students experience success in the PWI. while 
others do not. The interaction of the student with the environment can lead to the demonstra­
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tion of causal relationships between interaction with environment and persistence behaviors. 
In a recent study, Tinto takes a closer look at the persistence issue in terms of the college 
environment and it's effects on persistence (Tinto, 1998). He asserts that organizational 
reform is essential to truly make an impact on student persistence and attainment. Tinto 
stresses three areas for institutional reform: 
1. creation of a "community based model" which emphasizes shared and connected 
learning experiences among all members of the college community; 
2. reorganization of the first year into a "freshman college" with it's own pedagogy; 
and 
3. allow for interdisciplinary/departmental interaction and responsibility. 
Tinto recognizes that the ability to successfiiUy and fiilly integrate students and the institution 
are essential in the attainment process. 
Environmental considerations have been assessed for many years. However, the bulk 
of the research is again based on the students adjustment to the milieu. The literature pro\'ides 
little insight into the institutions' need to adapt to the student. The nature of the environment/ 
milieu of the PWI has a direct effect on the nature and quality of social interaction for African 
Americans. 
Social/Interpersonal 
In an effort to reduce environmental dissonance, African American students have 
sought to isolate/ re-segregate themselves through ethnic over-identification (Hurtado et al., 
1994). Feelings of isolation and exclusion are pervasive for African Americans on a PWI 
(Griffin, 1991). This tends to be contrary to behaviors listed by Astin as to the factors related 
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to success in college (Astin, 1984). Astin asserts that college involvement is critical for 
students in order to attain a degree of choice. Among African American students estrange­
ment from the environment has precipitated behaviors which can best be construed as 
counterproductive to the goal of attainment (Adams, 1994). Adams asserts that a student 
functioning in a climate that is unsupportive, chilly and often times outright hostile is detri­
mental to the needs and aspirations of minority students. The exhibition of re-segregation 
behaviors, particularly among African Americans is contrary to current theories of attainment. 
The need to re-segregate is largely based on feelings of a need to belong. In lieu of finding a 
supportive environment, African American students have chosen to remove/isolate themselves 
socially from the campus milieu. The resulting lack of interaction has a negative effect on the 
students ability to be retained (Hurtado, 1995). 
The environmental and social interaction issues are inextricably linked. The central 
issues involve the student developing a sense of mattering and belonging (Rosenberg & 
McCuUough. 1981: Schlossberg, 1989). Rosenberg and McCullough (1981), describe four 
components of mattering: (1) attention- the feeling that one commands the interests or notice 
of another person, (2) importance- the feelings that we are important to the other person or 
are the objects of one's concern, (3) dependence- a bond to society not only by virtue of our 
dependence on others but by their dependence on us, and (4) ego-extension- the feeling that 
you are proud of accomplishments and saddened by disappointments of someone close. 
Feelings of marginality has distinct repercussions academically, socially and interpersonally for 
African American students and gives rise to feelings of a need for self-isolation (Gossett et al.. 
1996). Hurtado and Dey (1994), define the sense of mattering in terms of the impact of the 
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college experience. They examine impact in terms of feelings of importance within the college 
milieu. The effects of increased enrollments of minorities and the need for institutions to 
adjust to new need sets are primary components of how minorities acclimate structurally, 
culturally and academically to the PWI. The ability to adjust to the impact of immersion into 
the college milieu, largely determines the degree and quality of social interaction (Hurtado, 
1995). The missing component in many cases involve issues of institutional responsibility. 
Institutional/governance issues 
The need for institutional accountability, oversight and incorporation/integration of 
efforts to enfranchise minority populations are at the crux of the problems of minority access. 
Historically, PWI's tend to mirror American society at large (Ballard, 1973). Ballard (1973). 
asserts that the main goal of the university is preserving and transmitting the values of society. 
Inasmuch as this is true, its little wonder that colleges and universities reflect attitudes of 
exclusion for certain groups that are widely held. The process and continuation of extra-
institutional programs and services are a direct result of institutional unwillingness to adapt for 
certain populations (Gunn, 1986; Kappner, 1991; Martin & Williams-Dixon, 1991; Porter. 
1989; Randall & Globetti, 1992; Swain Cade- McCouUum, 1994). Numerous selections 
within the body of literature cite institutional reticence to incorporate minorities into the 
institutional milieu. The apparent inability of administrative initiatives, will, and/or compe­
tence can best be attributed with the lack of integration of minorities into the institutional 
framework. There is a virtual absence of studies which document the role the institution 
should play in issues of access as it relates to minority students. This is why this dissertation 
seeks to examine the effectiveness of institutionally based initiatives. While the literature has 
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little infbnnatioa regarding the effect of institutionally based programs and initiatives there are 
many citations for the reason—institutional racism. 
Institutional racism 
Institutional racism in higher education is both historical and pervasive. It can best be 
defined as the of>erational structure of on institution; a set of organizational, procedural. 
formal and informal policies and procedures, which inhibit fiill participation for specific groups 
that are an integral part of the institutional firamework (Dent, 1974). Inherent in this definition 
are concepts previously discussed including: marginality. subservience, under-preparedness, 
self deprecating behaviors, self segregation and structural segregation (Buncombe, 1973; 
Copeland. 1979; Dent, 1974; Leon, 1979; Mosqueda, 1981). The role institutional racism 
plays in minority access and inclusion cannot be underestimated. 
Institutional racism is used as an excuse for a host of institutional deficiencies. Lack of 
accountability (Krech, 1994), barriers to access (Hanford, 1984), barriers to education 
(Flanagan, 1992). campus environs (Sutherland & Williams-Myers. 1991). cultural barriers 
(Abrahamowicz, 1988; Astin, 1994; Gill, 1989; Gordon & Humphries, 1984; Hurtado, 1995; 
Hurtado et al., 1994; Mancini-Billson & Brooks- Terry, 1987; Manzo. 1994; Martin & 
Williams-Dixon, 1991; McKeown. 1996), failure to adapt (Adams, 1994; Martin & Williams-
Dixon, 1991) (Florida State Postsecondary Education Planning Commission. 1996), and 
psychological impairment/self-perceptions (Kobrak, 1992; Pamham& Helms, 1985; 
Pascarella, Smart, Ethinton, & Nettles. 1987; Snowbeck. 1996; Stith, 1994). The evidence 
that supports contentions of institutional racism are numerous. To say that PWI's are racist is 
almost redundant. Inasmuch as racism is part of the American landscape, and colleges reflect 
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that landscape, there is little wonder that institutional racism has a dramatic effect on the 
attainment profile (Ballard, 1973; Bennett & Okinaka, 1989; Davis, 1995). To make a long 
story short, institutional racism in terms of Dent's definition is the unexplored area in the 
attainment puzzle (Dent, 1974). 
Summary 
The review of literature clearly shows that while policies and interventions are 
numerous, they are almost exclusively focused on student adaptation to the institution. The 
literature also suggests that issues of institutional-fit does not include the responsibility of the 
institution to adapt to minority populations. The dearth of literature on ways, methods, 
policies and procedures; which focus on institutional adjustment to students of differing 
racial/cultural constituencies and their inclusion/integration into the campus milieu, clearly 
points to areas in need of examination. It is towards this end that this dissertation is being 
submitted. 
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CHAPTER 3. MATERIALS AND METHODS 
Research Methods 
The purpose of this study is to compare efficacy of institutional-based interventions 
versus extra-institutional interventions. The focus is to examine the differences found in each 
treatment group, based on the source and number of interventions received. Each group in 
the African American population at a regional predominately white institution was examined 
on four areas which effect the college experience, they include: persistence, retention, 
achievement and attainment. These areas were selected as primary factors which are 
consistently cited in the literature as critical components in the attainment process. The 
populations were delineated by year of entry, which corresponds with the introduction of 
specific interventions. The six treatment groups are based on a six-year cohort. 
In order to examine this question. I have chosen to select the statistical format of 
causal-comparison methods. 1 have chosen causal-comparison methods to assess if significant 
variances exist, based on the types, level and amounts of interventions receive by the sLx (6) 
groups of students. The six groups in the study were given an increasing number of interven­
tions. Each succeeding group had access to the previous interventions, based on year of 
entry. The groups receive interventions as follows: 
treatment group 1. no particularized interventions. 
treatment group 2. institutionally based interventions- financial aid and academic 
standards. 
treatment group 3. institutionally based interventions- housing considerations, 
treatment group 4. extra-institutional intervention- pre-matriculation component. 
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ethnic-specific social/cultural programs. 
treatment group 5. extra-institutional intervention- tutorial assistance, and 
treatment group 6. extra-institutional intervention- mentoring. 
During the academic years 1986-87 and 1987-88 measures were taken to provide 
training and information for institutional employees; on how to better identify and remediate 
student needs. The units involved were the Department of Residence. OfiBce of Financial Aid 
and Student Employment, and the OfiBce of Academic Standards. During these years no 
extra-institutional programing was instituted. The purpose was to provide assistance for 
minority students by the units of primary responsibility within the institutional fi-amework. 
During the academic school years 1988-89 through 1990-91 each year received 
increasing interventions that were based on cultural considerations. These interventions were 
solely for the use of minority student populations. The interventions included a pre-matricula-
tion summer prograntL. an academic assistance center (academic advising/tutorial assistance), a 
cultural center and academic monitoring/mentoring. These programs and services were 
devised with the intention of raising the persistence, retention and graduation rates for 
minority students. 
The treatments were assembled, devised and implemented by the Director of Minority 
Student Programs with the cooperation of the participating department heads at the Midwest-
em institution. The treatments included group workshops/presentations and individual 
consultations with the stafife of the indicated oflBces on indicators and background information 
which could be employed in providing assistance to the clients of color. Students in need of 
assistance were serviced by the oflSces' of primary responsibility; in consultation with the 
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OfiBce of Minority Student Programs. 
Measurements utilized in tiie study 
I utilized both parametric and non-parametric measures; analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) for comparison of quantitative data (retention data-treatment vs quarters enrolled, 
credits attempted, and achievement data-treatment vs cumulative GP A) for each treatment 
group. Chi Squares will be utilized for comparison of non-parametric data (persistence data-
treatment vs consecutive enrollment, probation, withdrawal and dismissal; and attainment 
data-treatment vs exit status). The purpose of using these measures are to be able to compare 
the six levels of intervention and to examine the efiBcacy of each type of treatment in the 
attainment profile. 
The ANOVA was chosen for the parametric data because it will facilitate drawing 
conclusions as to the level of significance of the various treatments on outcome variables. The 
ANOVA comparisons were done as one-way comparisons to be able to examine each of the 
factors individually against the treatment groups. In addition, a test for homogeneity of 
variances and Schefife tables were done in order to get the most conservative estimates of 
multiple comparisons on the parametric data. 
The non-parametric data would best be fecilitated by the use of Chi Squares to see if 
there are significant relationships between treatment groups. A correlation coeflBcient is also 
computed to estimate the magnitude of the relationships within the Chi Square. Note: 
descriptive data tables and summary tables are also included in the Appendix A . Demo­
graphic information was also assembled and reviewed to see if the groups were comparable; 
utilizing Chi-Squares and symmetrical measures. High school location (inner- city, suburban. 
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comparable; utilizing Chi-Squares and symmetrical measures. High school location (inner-
city, suburban, rural), admission stams (regular, transfer, athlete) and gender was reviewed. 
The demographic data tested to be comparable with no significant differences on these 
factors and were not included in the body. However, the results are reponed in Appendix B 
for comparison. 
The research design (Figure 1) is as follows: 
Tr«atin«nts(6) 
(By yaar) 
1985 (none) 
1986 (institutfonal) 
1987 (Inctitrutional) 
1988 (summer prom) 
1989 (tutorial*) 
1990 (mentoring) 
ANOVA 
(One-way) 
vs treatment 
vs treatment 
Retention 
Qits enrolled 
credits att 
Acheivement 
Cum GPA 
Chi Square 
Parsistancfl 
Consecutive 
probation 
withdrawal 
dismissal 
Attainment 
Exit status 
Figure 1. Diagram of methodology 
A. ANOVA comparisons - to examine the variance between the groups on 
retention and achievement variables; 
1. retention 
35 
2. achievement 
a. treatment vs cumulative GPA 
b. treatment vs credits attempted 
B. Chi Square comparisons w/ Contingency Coefficient- to examine the relation­
ships between the groups on attendance behaviors and moderating variables: 
1. persistence 
a. treatment vs consecutive attendance 
b. treatment vs probation 
c. treatment vs withdrawal 
d. treatment vs academic dismissal 
2. attainment 
a. treatment vs exit status 
The various comparisons will allow for comparison of the strength of the relationships 
between each of the groups. Thus allowing for an assessment of which treatment(s) are 
significantly superior. It should be noted, that initially I thought the data would not run by 
treatment year. After attempting to run the data by year of treatment, I found that the 
comparisons could be run as originally planned. 
Data Collection Procedure 
Data was collected from the Office of Institutional Research and the Office of the 
Registrar for students which entered during the academic school years 1985 - 86 through 
1990-91. Each year of entry was followed for six years to establish equal cohorts. Academic 
transcripts and demographic data were collected for comparisons in the study. The data was 
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garnered from institutional sources, rather than self-reports in order to reduce the chances for 
researcher bias. Also, all African Americans admitted during the academic years utilized in the 
study are included; so as not to introduce bias in the development of the sample. The 
categories within the variables exit status (continuing/continuing on probation and withdraw­
als/transfers/other) were adjusted/combined to fecilitate sample size requirements in the 
measures utilized. 
The collection of the data was garnered from institutional sources and included 
transcripts (academic data^ persistence data), and demographic data from the registrars office. 
By using only institutional data an efifort was made to reduce bias based on interpretative data 
from self report or persons directly involved with providing student assistance. 
Analysis of Data 
Data was collected in the following areas: 
Year of Entry- Data indicates year of entry and treatments receive . treatment variable 
Cumulative GPA- Data represents the last reported quarter's grade point average, crite­
rion outcome variable 
Credits Attempted- Data represents the total number of credits attempted that figure into 
the cumulative grade point average, criterion outcome variable 
Honor Points- Data was collected in order to get accurate descriptive data when 
running the statistical assessments. 
Consecutive Attendance- Consecutive attendance behaviors connotes whether a student 
exhibited "stop-out" behaviors. Dichotomous criterion variable 
Probation- Indicates if students experienced academic difiBculty during their 
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tenure. Dichotomous criterion variable 
Withdrawal- Indicates if students experienced withdrawal behaviors during their 
tenure. Dichotomous criterion variable 
Dismissal- Indicates if students experienced dismissal behaviors during their 
tenure. Dichotomous criterion variable 
Quarters Enrolled- Total number of quarters in attendance, criterion outcome variable 
Exit Status- Status of student during last quarter of enrollment, (academic dis­
missal. withdrawal did not return-open to enroll, did not retum-on 
probation, continuing, continuing-on probation, transfer, graduation 
and other), category outcome variable 
The ability' to ascertain if there is significant variance in the population through the use of 
extra-institutional programs and services should be obtainable. Case summaries of treatment 
groups on selected variables are available in Appendbc A (Table 28). 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Description of Samples 
The samples in the study are arranged by year of entry (independent variable). Each 
year connotes an increasing number of treatments, ranging from zero (1985-86) to five (1990-
91). There are 222 valid cases in all of the samples examined; and the samples contain no 
missing ceUs. Each group consists of six-year cohorts. Additional measures are included due 
to uneven sample sizes: ANOVA - test of homogeneity of variances and Schefife multiple 
comparisons test; and Chi-Square - w/contingency coefficient to measure the degree of 
homogeneity and association. 
Tests were conducted in five areas utilizing eight variables versus the treatments. 
they are: 
1. retention- ANOVA 
a. treatment vs quarters enrolled - criterion variable 
2. achievement- ANOVA 
a. treatment vs cumulative CPA - criterion variable 
b. treatment vs credits attempted - criterion variable 
3. persistence- Chi-Square 
a. treatment vs consecutive attendance - criterion variable 
b. treatment vs probation - criterion variable 
c. treatment vs withdrawal - criterion variable 
d. treatment vs academic dismissal - criterion variable 
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4. attainment- Chi-Square 
a. treatment vs exit status - category outcome variable. 
The dependant variables in the p)ersistence area are artificial dichotomus variables. Each of 
these variables are yes/no responses. 
Hypotheses Testing 
There are four main hypotheses being tested in this dissertation, they are; 
Hypothesis # 1: Students which do not receive extra-institutionally based 
programming/services (culturally based service assistance) will 
differ significantly in retention. 
Hypothesis #2: Students which do not receive extra-institutional based assis­
tance will differ significantly in rates of achievement. 
Hypothesis #3: Students which have experienced multiple extra-institutional 
interventions will differ significantly in persistence. 
Hypothesis #4: Students which have experienced multiple interventions will 
differ significantly in attainment. 
Each of the hypotheses utilizes multiple tests to aid in the drawing of conclusions on the 
results of the hypotheses testing. The variables tested in the hypotheses are as follows: 
hypothesis 1. -examines the variables in retention (quarters enrolled), 
hypothesis 2. -examines the variables in achievement (credits attempted and cumula­
tive GPA) areas. 
hypothesis 3. -examines the variables in the area of persistence (consecutive atten­
dance, probation, withdrawal, academic dismissal), and 
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hypothesis 4. -examines the variable of attainment (exit status). 
In addition to the main hypotheses, a separate set of tests are done to examine the interaction 
of the students' background information (high school environment, admission status, and 
gender) with the treatments. They are not included in this study, because of the high degree 
of symmetry between the cohorts. I will examine each variable in the hypotheses individually. 
Hypothesis #1 
Students which do not receive extra-institutionally based programming/services will 
differ significantly in retention. 
Test Statistic 1. - treatment vs quarters enrolled (retention) Ho: ml=m2=m3=m4=m5=m6 
The data illustrates the descriptive statistics (Table 1) show little variation of the means 
between the treatment groups. This trend is also found in the ANOVA chart (Table 2). The 
ANOVA is below the critical value of 2.24; thus the hypothesis is accepted. In examining the 
level of homogeneity of the variances (Table 3), I found the level of significance to be 
computed as .087 level. A Shefife multiple comparisons test (Table 4) was also performed 
and none of the pairs of means proved to be significantly different. 
Table 1. Descriptive statistics - treatment vs quarters enrolled 
N Meen 
Std 
DeviatJGn Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
LoMer Upper 
Bound Bound Mnvnum Majomum 
QRTSENRL ENTRY2 SEP 85 21 700 544 1 19 452 948 19 
SEP 86 27 885 657 126 6.25 11 45 1 23 
SEP 87 44 816 6 51 98 618 10 14 22 
SEP 88 58 6 34 509 67 5 01 768 1 19 
SEP 89 31 810 5 99 1 08 590 1029 1 23 
SEP 90 41 7 41 514 80 579 904 ! 21 
Total 222 7 51 5 75 39 6 75 827 1 23 
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Table 2. ANOVA - treatment vs quarters enrolled (retention) 
Sum of Mean 
Squares df Square F Sig. 
QRTSENRL Between 
Groups 162.401 S 32.480 .982 .430 
Within 
Groups 7145.058 216 33.079 
Total 7307.459 221 
Table 3. Test of homogeneity - quarters enrolled 
Levene 
Statistic dfl df2 Sig. 
QRTSENRL 1.951 5 216 .087 
Table 4. Post Hoc Tests -
Dependent Vafiable: QRTSENRL 
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SchefTe Multiple Comparisons - quarters enrolled 
95% Confidence Interval 
(1) ENTRY2 (J) ENTRY2 
Mean 
Difference 
(kJ) Std. Error Sig. 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
SEP 85 SEP 86 -1.85 1.673 942 -7 47 3.77 
SEP 87 -1 16 1.525 989 -6.28 3.96 
SEP 88 66 1.465 999 ^.26 5.57 
SEP 89 -1.10 1 626 994 -6.56 4.36 
SEP 90 -41 1 543 1 000 -5.60 4 77 
SEP 86 SEP 85 1.85 1.673 942 -3.77 lAl 
SEP 87 69 1.406 999 -4.03 5.41 
SEP 88 2.51 1.340 624 -1.99 701 
SEP 89 76 1 514 998 -4 33 5.84 
SEP 90 1 44 1 425 .961 -3.35 6 22 
SEP 87 SEP 85 1 16 1 525 989 -3 96 628 
SEP 86 -69 1 406 999 -5.41 4.03 
SEP 88 1.81 1.150 778 -2.05 568 
SEP 89 6.23E-02 1.349 1.000 -4 47 4.59 
SEP 90 74 1.248 996 -3.45 4.94 
SEP 88 SEP 85 -66 1 465 999 -557 4 26 
SEP 86 -2 51 1 340 624 -7 01 1 99 
SEP 87 -1 81 1 ISO 778 -5 68 2 05 
SEP 89 -1.75 1.280 866 -6.05 2.55 
SEP 90 -1.07 1.174 975 -5.01 2.87 
SEP 89 SEP 85 1 10 1 626 994 -4 36 6 56 
SEP 86 -76 1.514 998 -5.84 4 33 
SEP 87 -6.23E-02 1.349 1 000 -4 59 447 
SEP 88 1.75 1.280 866 -2.55 6.05 
SEP 90 .68 1.369 998 -3 92 5.28 
SEP 90 SEP 85 41 1.543 1 000 •All 560 
SEP 86 -1 44 1 425 961 -6 22 3.35 
SEP 87 -74 1.248 996 -4.94 345 
SEP 88 1.07 1 174 975 -1&1 501 
SEP 89 -68 1.369 998 -5.28 392 
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Hypothesis #2 
Students which do not receive extra-institutional based assistance will differ signifi­
cantly in rates of achievement. 
Test Statistic 2(a)- treatment vs credits (achievement) Ho: ml=m2=m3=m4=m5=m6 
The descriptive statistics (Table 5) show the means to be compatible with some difference in 
the means between the groups. The means for the 1986 and 1987 cohorts are the highest; and 
the 1985 and 1988 cohorts are the lowest. The ANOVA (Table 6) show that the variances of 
means are not as pronounced. The results of ANOVA show a F-ratio of 1.553, which is 
below the critical value of 2.24; so the hypothesis is accepted. The test of homogeneity 
(Table 7) of variances yielded significance of .010. It appears that some of the variances 
(standard deviations) are different (Table 5). The 1985 had a standard deviation of 51.75; 
while the 1986 and 1987 cohorts had a standard deviation of 70.99 and 70.85 respectively. 
The Sheffe Test (Table 8) demonstrated no pairs of the means were significantly different. 
Table 5. Descriptive statistics - treatment vs credits attempted (achievement) 
95% Confidence Interval (or 
Mean 
Std. Lower Upper 
N Mean OeviaDon Std Error Bound Bound Mmmum Maximum 
CREDITS 6NTRY2 SEP85 21 75.52 51 75 11.29 51.97 99 Oa 13 182 
SEP 86 27 94.26 70.99 13.66 66.10 122.34 0 225 
SEP 67 44 90.36 70.8S 10.68 68.82 111 90 8 208 
SEP 88 58 6281 51.22 6.72 49 34 76.28 4 i96 
SEP89 31 81 90 62.10 11.15 59.12 104 68 8 210 
SEP 90 41 84.95 58.75 9.17 66 41 103.49 12 217 
Total 222 80.05 61.38 4.i2 71.94 88.17 0 225 
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Table 6. ANOVA - treatment vs credits attempted (achievement) 
Sum of Mean 
Squares df Square F Sig. 
CREDITS Be^Neen 
Groups 28891.220 5 5778.244 1.553 ,175 
Within 
Groups 
803698.131 216 3720.825 
Total 832589.351 221 
Table 7. Test of homogeneity 
treatment vs credits attempted (achievement) 
Levene 
Statistic dfl df2 Sig. 
CREorrs 3.104 5 216 010 
Test statistics 2(b)- treatment vs cum GPA (achievement) Ho: ml =m2-m2=m4=m5=m6 
The descriptive statistics (Table 9) shows little variation in the means or standard deviation. 
The ANOVA (Table 10) verifies this trend. The ANOVA chart shows a F-ratio of 1.798 
which is below the critical value of the F of 2.24. Based on this finding . the hypothesis is 
accepted. The test of homogeneity of variances (Table 11) computes a significance of .654. 
Also, at the .05 level, the Sheflfe Test (Table 12) showed that no pairs of the means were 
significantly different. 
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Table 8. Post Hoc Tests - Sheffe multiple comparisons -
treatment vs credits attempted (achievement) 
Dependent Variable: CREDITS 
95% Confidence Interval Mean 
Oiflierence Lower Upper 
(0 ENTRY2 (J) ENTRY2 (l-J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound 
SEP 85 SEP 86 -18.74 17.748 952 -78.34 40.87 
SEP 87 -14.84 16.179 974 -69 18 39.50 
SEP 88 12.71 15.535 984 -39.46 64.89 
SEP 89 -6.38 17.240 1.000 -64.28 51.52 
SEP 90 -9.43 16.369 997 -64 40 45 55 
SEP 86 SEP 85 18.74 17 748 952 -40.87 78.34 
SEP 87 3.90 14.912 1.000 •46.19 53 98 
SEP 88 31.45 14.211 431 -16.28 79 18 
SEP 89 12.36 16.057 988 -41.57 66.28 
SEP 90 9.31 15.118 996 -41 47 60.08 
SEP 87 SEP 85 1484 16.179 974 -39.50 69.18 
SEP 86 -3.90 14.912 1.000 -53 98 46.19 
SEP 88 27 55 12.195 406 -1340 68.51 
SEP 89 846 14 304 997 -39.58 56.50 
SEP 90 541 13 241 999 -39 06 49 88 
SEP 88 SEP 85 -12 71 15 535 984 -64 89 39.46 
SEP 86 -31 45 14.211 431 -79 18 16.28 
SEP 87 -27.55 12.195 406 -68.51 13.40 
SEP 89 -19.09 13.571 851 -6467 26 49 
SEP 90 -22.14 12446 675 -63 94 19.66 
SEP 89 SEP 85 6.38 17.240 1.000 -51.52 64.28 
SEP 86 -12.36 16.057 .988 •66.28 41.57 
SEP 87 -a.46 14.304 997 -56 50 39.58 
SEP 88 19.09 13.571 851 -26.49 64 67 
SEP 90 -3.05 14 518 1 000 -51 81 45 71 
SEP 90 SEP 85 943 16.369 .997 -45 55 64.40 
SEP 86 -9.31 15.118 996 •60 08 4147 
SEP 87 -541 13.241 999 -49 86 39.06 
SEP 88 22.14 12446 675 -19.66 63 94 
SEP 89 3.05 14.518 1.000 -45.71 51.81 
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Table 9. Descriptive Statistics - treatment vs cumulative GPA (achievement) 
95H Confidenoe interval for 
Moan 
N Mean 
Std. 
Oevatjon Std. Error 
LoMer 
Bound 
upper 
Bound Mrumum Mojumum 
ENTRy2 SEP 85 21 1 89343 78G55 17164 1 53540 225146 000 3.373 
SEP 86 27 194070 91530 17615 1 57863 230278 000 3056 
SEP 87 44 202182 84SS8 12805 1 76358 228005 000 4000 
SEP 88 58 1.84848 86663 11378 1.62164 207732 000 1580 
SEP 80 31 207355 74538 13388 1.80014 234686 000 3660 
SEP 90 41 232488 73700 11510 200225 255750 530 3400 
Total 222 201798 83059 55746E-02 1 90812 212784 000 4000 
Table 10. ANOVA - treatment vs cumulative GPA (achievement) 
Sum of 
Squares Ctf 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
GPACUM Between 
Groups 6.092 5 1.218 1.798 .114 
Within 
Groups 146.372 216 678 
Total 152.464 221 
Table 11. Test of homogeneity - treatment vs cumulative GPA (achievement) 
Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
GPACUM .672 5 216 .645 
Table 12. Post Hoc Test - Sheffe multiple comparisons - cumulative GPA 
Dependent Variable: GPACUM 
Mean 95% Confidence Interval 
Oifference Lower Upper 
(1) ENTRY2 (J) ENTRY2 (KJ) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound 
SEP 85 SEP 86 -4.728E-02 .240 1.000 -.85168 75713 
SEP 87 -.12839 .218 .997 -86166 60488 
SEP 88 4.3946E-02 .210 1.000 -.66015 74804 
SEP 89 -.18012 233 .988 -96149 60125 
SEP 90 -43145 221 577 -1 17334 31044 
SEP 86 SEP 85 4.7275E-02 .240 VOOO - 75713 85168 
SEP 87 -8.111E-02 .201 .999 -.75699 59476 
SEP 88 9 1221E-02 192 .999 -55288 73533 
SEP 89 -13284 217 996 -.86061 59493 
SEP 90 -.38417 204 617 -1.06938 30104 
SEP 87 SEP 85 12839 218 997 -60488 86166 
SEP 86 8.1114E-02 .201 999 -59476 75699 
SEP 88 17234 165 954 -.38038 72505 
SEP 89 -5.173E-02 193 1 000 -70002 59656 
SEP 90 -30306 179 719 -90317 29705 
SEP 88 SEP 85 -4.395E-02 210 1.000 -74804 66015 
SEP 86 -9.122E-02 192 999 - 73533 55288 
SEP 87 - 17234 165 954 - 72505 38038 
SEP 89 - 22407 183 913 -83916 39103 
SEP 90 -47540 168 161 -1.03949 88703E-02 
SEP 89 SEP 85 18012 233 988 -60125 96149 
SEP 86 13284 217 .996 -59493 86061 
SEP 87 5.1730E-02 193 1.000 -59656 70002 
SEP 88 .22407 183 913 -39103 83916 
SEP 90 -25133 .196 895 -.90935 40669 
SEP 90 SEP 85 43145 221 577 -31044 1.17334 
SEP 86 .38417 204 617 - 30104 1.06938 
SEP 87 .30306 .179 719 -.29705 90317 
SEP 88 47540 168 .161 -8.870E-02 1.03949 
SEP 89 .25133 .196 895 -40669 90935 
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Hypothesis #3 
Students which receive extra-institutional based assistance will differ significantly in 
rates of persistence. 
Test statistic 3(a)-treatment vs consecutive attendance (persistence) 
Ho: ml =m2=m3=m4=m5=m6 
The value of the Chi-Square was computed at 10.247 (Table 13); the critical value of the Chi-
Square is 11.070. This is below the critical value, so the hypothesis is accepted. The asymp­
totic significance was determined to be .069 (Table 14). This was confirmed by symmetrical 
measure (contingency coeflBcient). It should be noted that the cross tabulation chart (Table 
15) showed that the 1988 cohort significance at the .069 level, but not at the .05 level. A cross 
tabulation with standard residuals is also included. 
Table 13. Chi-Square - treatment vs consecutive attendance (persistence) 
Value df 
Asymp 
Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson 
Chi-Square 
Likelihood Ratio 
10.247 
10.218 
a 
5 
5 
.069 
.069 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 1.560 .212 
N of Valid Cases 222 
3 3 calls (25 0%) have axpacted count less than 5 The minimum expected 
count ts 3 03 
4Q 
Table 14. Symmetric measures 
- treatment vs consecutive attendance (persistence) 
Value Appro*. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Contingency 
Coefficient 
N of Valid Cases 
Table 15. Cross tabulation - consecutive attendance vs treatment (persistence) 
ENTRY2 
SEP 85 SEP 86 SEP 87 SEP 88 SEP 89 SEP 90 Total 
C0NSEC2 no Count 
% within 
C0NSEC2 
% within 
ENTRY2 
% of Total 
Std 
Residual 
Adjusted 
Residual 
5 
15.6% 
23.8% 
2.3% 
11 
1.3 
4 
12.5% 
14 8% 
18% 
1 
1 
3 
94% 
14 
43.8% 
6.8% 24.1% 
14% 6 3% 
-1.3 2.0 
-1.6 2.5 
3 
9.4% 
9.7% 
1 4% 
. 7 
- 8  
3 
9.4% 
7.3% 
14% 
-1.2 
-1 4 
32 
100.0% 
14 4% 
14 4% 
yes Count 
% within 
C0NSEC2 
% within 
ENTRY2 
% of Total 
Std 
Residual 
Adjusted 
Residual 
16 
8.4% 
76.2% 
7.2% 
-5 
-13 
23 
12.1% 
85.2% 
104% 
0 
- 1 
41 
21.6% 
44 
23.2% 
93.2% 75.9% 
18.5% 19.8% 
.5 -8 
1.6 -2.5 
28 
14.7% 
90 3% 
12.6% 
.3 
8 
38 
20.0% 
92 7% 
17 1% 
5 
1 4 
190 
100.0% 
85.6% 
85.6% 
Total Count 
% within 
C0NSEC2 
>b within 
ENTRY2 
% of Total 
21 
9.5% 
100.0% 
9 5 %  
27 
12.2% 
100.0% 
12.2% 
44 
19.8% 
58 
26.1% 
100.0% 100.0% 
19.8% 26.1% 
31 
14 0% 
100.0% 
14.0% 
41 
18.5% 
100.0% 
18.5% 
222 
100.0% 
100 0% 
100 0% 
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Test statistic 3 (b)- treatment vs probation (persistence) Flo: ml =m2=m3=m4=m5=m6 
The Chi-Square has a value of 12.171 (Table 16); the critical value of the Chi Square is 
11.070. The value of the Chi Square exceeds the critical value, so the hypothesis is rejected. 
In checking the symmetrical measures (Table 17), the contingency coefficient shows a value of 
.228 and an asymptotic significance of .033. In addition, the cross tabulation chart (Table 18) 
showed significance in the "yes" responses in the cohorts as follows: 1986 - 48.1%. 1990 -
53.7%, and 1987- 81.8%. 
Table 16. Chi-Square - treatment vs probation (persistence) 
Pearson 
Chi-Square 
Likelihood Ratio 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 
Value 
12.171' 
12.354 
.441 
222 
df 
5 
5 
1 
Asyttip. 
Sig. 
(2-sided) 
.033 
.030 
.507 
0 cells (0%) have expected count less men 5 The minimum expected count 
IS 7 09 
Table 17. Symmetric measures - treatment vs probation (persistence) 
Value Approx. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Contingency 
Coefficient 
N of Valid Cases _ vy> 
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Table 18. Cross tabulation - treatment vs probation (persistence) 
SEP 85 SEP 86 
ENTRY2 
SEP 87 SEP 88 SEP 89 SEP 90 Total 
PROBAT2 no Count 
% within 
PR0BAT2 
% within 
ENTRY2 
% of Total 
Std. 
Residual 
Adjusted 
Residual 
7 
9.3% 
33.3% 
3.2% 
.0 
.0 
14 
18.7% 
51.9% 
6.3% 
1.6 
2.1 
8 
10.7% 
17 
22.7% 
18.2% 29.3% 
3.6% 7.7% 
-1.8 -.6 
-2.4 -.8 
10 
13.3% 
3Z3% 
4.5% 
-.1 
-.2 
19 
25.3% 
75 
100.0% 
46.3% 33.8% 
8.6% 33.8% 
1.4 
1.9 
yes Count 
% within 
PR0BAT2 
% within 
ENTRY2 
% of Total 
Std. 
Residual 
Adjusted 
Residual 
14 
9.5% 
66.7% 
6.3% 
.0 
.0 
13 
8.8% 
48.1% 
5.9% 
-1.2 
-2.1 
36 
24.5% 
41 
27.9% 
81.8% 70.7% 
16.2% 18.5% 
1.3 .4 
2.4 .8 
21 
14.3% 
67.7% 
9.5% 
. 1  
.2 
22 
15.0% 
147 
100.0% 
53.7% 66.2% 
9.9% 66.2% 
-1.0 
-1.9 
Total Count 
% within 
PR0BAT2 
% within 
ENTRY2 
% of Total 
21 
9.5% 
100.0% 
9.5% 
27 
12.2% 
100.0% 
12.2% 
44 
19.8% 
58 
26.1% 
31 
14.0% 
41 
18.5% 
222 
100.0% 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
19.8% 26.1% 14.0% 18.5% 100.0% 
Test statistic 3(c)- treatment vs withdrawal (persistence) Ho: ml =m2=m3=m4=m5=m6 
The Chi-Square (Table 19) computes a value of 9.482 with a asymptotic significance (two-
sided) of .091 (Table 20). The critical value of the Chi-Square for 5 dfis 11.070; the 
computed value of the Chi-Square does not exceed the critical value, so the hypothesis is 
accepted. A cross tabulation chart (Table 21) with residuals showed significant "yes" 
responses in the following cohorts: 1985 - 71.4%. 1986 - 81.5% and 1988 - 86.2%. 
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Table 19. Chi-Square - treatment vs withdrawal (persistence) 
Pearson 
Chi-Square 
Likelihood Ratio 
N of Valid Cases 
Value 
9.4«2' 
8.603 
222 
df 
5 
5 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
(2-sided) 
.091 
.126 
a. 4 calls (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 
count is Z55 
Table 20. Symmetric measures - treatment vs withdrawal (persistence) 
Value Appropc Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Contingency 
CoefS ™ 
N of Valid Cases 
Test statistic 3 (d)- treatment vs dismissal (persistence) Ho: ml =m2=m3=m4=m5=m6 
The Chi-Square chart (Table 22) shows a value of4.270 with an asymptotic significance of 
.511 (Table 23). The critical value of the Chi-Square is 11.070, which does not exceed the 
critical value. As a result the hypotheses is tentatively accepted. The symmetric measures 
show that the contingency coefficient measure show a value of. 137 and an approximate 
significance of .511. A cross tabulation table (Table 24) with residuals is also included. 
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Table 21. Cross tabulation - treatment vs withdrawal (persistence) 
SEP 85 SEP 86 SEP 87 SEP 88 SEP 89 SEP 90 Total 
WD no Count 15 22 41 50 29 38 195 
% within WO 7.7% 11.3% 21.0% 25.6% 14.9% 19 5% 100 0% 
% within 
ENTRY2 
71 4% 81 5% 93.2% 86.2% 93.5% 92.7% 87 8% 
% of Total 6.8% 9.9% 185% 22.5% 13 1% 17 1% 87 8% 
Std 
Residual 
-8 -4 4 - 1 3 3 
Adjusted 
Residual 
-2.4 -11 12 • 4 1 0 1 1 
yes Count 5 5 3 8 2 3 27 
% within WD 22.2% 18.5% 11 1% 29.6% 7 4% 11 1% 100.0% 
% within 
ENTRY2 
28 6% 18.5% 6.8% 13.8% 65% 7 3% 12.2% 
% of Total 2.7% 2.3% 1 4% 3.6% 9% 1 4% 12.2% 
Std. 
Residual 
2-2 9 -10 4 -9 -9 
Adjusted 
Residual 
2.4 1.1 -1.2 4 -1 0 -1 1 
Total Count 21 27 44 58 31 41 222 
% within WO 9.5% 1Z2% 19 8% 26.1% 14 0% 185% 100.0% 
% wtthin 
ENTRY2 
100 0% 100 0% 100 0% 100 0% 100 0% 100 0% 100 0% 
% ai Total 95% 12.2% 19 8% 26.1% 14 0% 185% 100 0% 
Table 22. Chi-Square 
- treatment vs academic dismissal (persistence) 
Value df 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson 4.270® .511 5 
Chi-Square 
Likelihood Ratio 4.441 5 .488 
N of Valid Cases 222 
a. 0 calls (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 
IS 7 66 
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Table 23. Symmetric measures - treatment vs academic dismissal (persistence) 
Value Appropc. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Contingency 
Coefficient  ^
N of Valid Cases 
Table 24. Cross tabulation - treatment vs academic dismissal (persistence) 
ENTRY2 
SEP 85 SEP 86 SEP 87 SEP 88 SEP 89 SEP 90 Total 
ACDIS no Count 
% within 
ACOIS 
% wittiin 
ENTRY2 
% of Total 
Std. 
Residual 
Adjusted 
Residual 
12 
8.5% 
57.1% 
5.4% 
-4 
-.6 
18 
1Z8% 
66.7% 
8.1% 
2 
25 
17.7% 
35 
24.8% 
56.8% 60.3% 
11.3% 15.8% 
-.6 -3 
- 1 . 0  - 6  
24 
17.0% 
77.4% 
10.8% 
10 
V7 
27 
19.1% 
65.9% 
12.2% 
2 
141 
100.0% 
63.5% 
63.5% 
yes Count 
% within 
ACDIS 
% within 
ENTRY2 
% of Total 
Std. 
Residual 
Adjusted 
Residual 
9 
11.1% 
42.9% 
4.1% 
5 
6 
9 
11.1% 
33.3% 
4.1% 
-3 
-4 
19 
23.5% 
43.2% 
8.6% 
7 
1.0 
23 
28.4% 
39.7% 
10.4% 
4 
6 
7 
8.6% 
226% 
3.2% 
-13 
-1.7 
14 
17.3% 
34.1% 
6.3% 
- 2  
-3 
81 
100.0% 
36.5% 
36 5% 
Total Count 
% within 
ACOIS 
% within 
ENTRY2 
% of Total 
21 
9.5% 
100.0% 
9.5% 
27 
1Z2% 
100.0% 
12.2% 
19.8% 
100.0% 
19.8% 
58 
26.1% 
100.0% 
26.1% 
31 
14.0% 
100.0% 
14.0% 
41 
18.5% 
100 0% 
18,5% 
222 
100.0% 
100 0% 
100.0% 
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Test statistic 4- treatment vs exit status (attainment) Treatment is independent of exit status 
The Chi-square for treatment vs exit status (Table 25) has a value of 39.616 for 20 df. The 
critical value of the Chi-square is 31.410. The value exceeds the critical value; so the 
hypothesis is rejected. An examination of the symmetrical measures (Table 26) are included 
to see if the groups are similar. In order to take a closer look at the interaction, the crosstabs 
table with residuals are examined. However, the symmetric measures show a strong associati­
on of significance estimated as .006. The cross tabulation chart (Table 27) shows that the cells 
with larger residuals are as follows: 1987 and 1990 - continuing; 1987 and 1990 - other; and 
1986 - graduate. 
Table 25. Chi-Square - treatment vs exit status (attainment) 
Asytnp. 
Sig. 
Value df (2-sided) 
Pearson 
Chi-Square 
39.616® 20 .006 
Ukelihood Ratio 41.406 20 .003 
N of Valid Cases 222 
s 12 cells (40.0%) riave expected count less ttun 5. The minimum expected 
count IS 1 70 
Table 26. Symmetrical measures - treatment vs exit status (attainment) 
Value Approx. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Contingency 
.389 .006 Coefficient 
N of Valid Cases 222 
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Table 27. Cross tabulation - treatment vs exit status (attainment) 
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Discussion 
Introduction 
As stated previously, this study is not concerning retention. The purpose of this 
study is to examine the eflBcacy of interventions from two sources; institutional and extra-
institutional. The results of the study are interesting in that they demonstrate a number of 
points: 
1. The source of the interventions show marginal differences on the eight vari­
ables tested; 
2. while differences exist on selected variables, the overall results show similar 
attainment rates; 
3. the provision of competent services and programs are possible for African 
Americans with training and/or familiarity with the demonstrated needs and 
concerns of the population; and 
4. with demonstrated knowledge, will, and effort being exhibited by the provider, 
adequate services can be rendered to the population regardless of the ethnicity 
of the provider. 
The discussion of these issues will examine these four points. The examination will look at 
the results in four areas effecting African American students attending a PWI. The areas 
included are retention, achievement, persistence and attainment. The focus will review the 
four hypotheses tested in the study. 
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Hypothesis # 1. RetentioD 
A review of the ability of the students to be retained is a crucial factor in the attain­
ment process. The initial question concerned the differences observed in the populations 
ability to be retained when interventions were provided by institutional or extra-institutional 
sources. This question relates directly to question A - hypothesis #1 (see page 14.). The 
hypothesis is stated as follows: 
Does retention differ when African Americans are allowed to interact directly 
with the PWI in all facets of the attainment process? 
Hypothesis: 
Students which do not receive extra-institutionally based 
programming/services (culturally based service assistance) will differ signifi­
cantly in retention. 
In order to answer the question and subsequent hypothesis the retention rates of the students 
was examined for each cohort. The test statistic: Ho: ml=m2=m3=m4=m5=m6 was 
examined utilizing an ANOVA to check for variances between and within treatment groups in 
the population. A test of homogeneity to ensure similarity between groups, and a post hoc 
test (Schefife multiple comparisons test) to examine the specific interaction between the 
groups. 
Little variation was found in the treatment groups tested. The results of the ANOVA 
found an F - ratio of .982. which was below the critical value of 2.24. As a result we can fail 
to reject the hypothesis. The significance level was computed at .430. In addition the groups 
were tested for homogeneity. The groups were found to be significant at .087. 
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This leads me to believe that the population means of the groups are in fact equal. 
They demonstrate that on the retention variable the source of intervention was not relevant in 
terms of eflBcacy in the retention scenario. It can then be said that either institutional or extra-
institutional personnel, programs and services are equally proficient to provide for the Afiican 
American population as it applies to the effect of the interventions on retention. This is 
further supported by the post hoc tests performed on this variable. The Scheffe tests were 
performed because of the various combination of means utilized and contrasted. The Scheffe 
was also used because it provided the most conservative method for utilization of the nature 
of the effect. 
The interaction between the groups was not significant in terms of the source of the 
services provided. In addition, with the exception of the differences in the 1985 cohort, there 
was little variation between the treatment groups. The significant gains in retention were 
experienced by all groups when compared to the 1985 cohort. As a result, the question can 
be answered as follows; in terms of retention, the differences in the ability to be retained based 
on the source of the intervention is marginal. In addition, it could be said that either source is 
adequate in the provision of services to the population. 
Hypothesis #2. Achievement 
Two achievement variables are examined; cumulative grade point average and total 
credits attempted. Both of these variables examine the achievement factor in the attainment 
process. The aforementioned variables are essential components to the realization of 
attainment. The second question and hypothesis speaks to these issues, they are: 
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Does achievemeat differ when African Americans are allowed to interact 
directly with the PWI in all facets of the attainment process? 
Hypothesis: 
Students which do not receive extra-institutionally based programming/services 
(culturally based service and assistance) will differ significantly in achievement. 
If in fact the utilization of ethnic specific services has a significant efiect on the attainment 
profile, variances in the population should be found when tested. The test statistic Ho: 
ml =m2=m3=m4=m5=m6 was used for both variables. 
The variable credits attempted showed significant means for both the institutional 
cohorts (1986 and 1987) and the extra-institutional cohorts (1989 - 1990) over the 1985 
cohort. However, the means for the institutional cohorts were larger than the means for the 
extra-institutional cohort. The 1988 cohort was an anomaly, that I believe was largely due to 
internal strife on the campus. The ANOVA showed a F - ratio of 1.553 which is below the 
critical value of 2.24; so the hypothesis is accepted. However, an examination of the means 
shows larger means in the 1986, 1987, 1989 and 1990 cohorts versus the 1985 cohort. The 
means in these groups differed depending on the source of the intervention. The institutional 
cohorts showed higher mean credit production than the extra-institutional cohorts. Even 
though the means of the institutional cohorts were higher, the differences were minimal. The 
mixed results are notable due to the fact that the two extra-institutional cohorts show larger 
means only against the 1988 cohort. While the 1988 cohort demonstrated the lowest mean, 
this is understandable due to the discord noted on campus at the time. Even though some 
significance was showa the demonstrated significance was marginal. These results bring into 
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question the homogeneity of the groups. However, the groups are strongly associated. The 
test of homogeneity had an assessed significance at .010, showing a very high relationship to 
the groups. As a result, differences in the variances for both intervention groups were shown 
to have difierences between the 1985 and 1986 groups. 
Similar results were found in the cumulative grade point average variable. While 
grade point average rose significantly for most groups, with significant differences between 
the nonintervention year (1985) versus the 1986, 1987. 1989 and 1990 cohorts, the differ­
ences between these groups were marginal. Only the 1988 group demonstrated a lower mean 
grade point average than the 1985 cohort. As noted earlier, campus turmoil could possibly be 
the source for this anonymously. The ANOVA shows an F-ratio of 1.798, which is below the 
critical value of 2.24. As a result the hypothesis was accepted. 
A closer examination of the interaction shows that the mean differences are highly 
similar and the numerous cases identical. The Schefife shows a small difference between the 
1985 and 1988 cohorts; while the 1986, 1987, 1988 and 1989 cohorts show larger differences 
(Table 12). It can be said that this variable is significant. In that, while the variable is 
significant within the groups, the groups themselves are not necessarily homogeneous on this 
factor. The test of homogeneity has an assessed significance of .645. indicates little differ­
ences in standard deviations. In as much as achievement factors are significant to the study, 
the achievement factor has marginal impact. The question asks if differences exist based on 
the source of interventions received. The answer is a qualified "maybe." The mixed results 
can best be explained in terms of the campus environment at the time of entry. With the 
exception of the 1988 cohort, gains were reported for all cohorts versus the nonintervention 
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year. The fact that we can accept the null hypothesis for the variables credits attempted and 
cumulative GPA can be accounted for by the similarities found in the intervention groups that 
did not experience campus discord. 
Hypothesis #3 Persistence 
The ability of a student to persist toward graduation is fimdamental to the goal of 
attainment. The literature concludes that persistence is a crucial factor in attainment. This 
study examines four factors related to persistence, they are: consecutive attendance (stop-out 
behaviors), probationary status (conditional enrollment), withdrawals and academic dismissals. 
Each of these factors were examined utilizing Chi-Squares, Symmetric Measure (contingency 
coefiBcient) and a cross tabulation with residuals. Each of the variables utilized the test 
statistic; Ho: ml=m 2=m3=m4=m5=m6 and will be discussed individually. The discussion 
on these factors begins with a restating of the question and hypothesis. 
Do institutions realize a increase in the ability to persist, when students are 
allowed to interact with the environs directly? 
Hypothesis: 
Students which do not receive extra-institutionally based assistance will differ 
signiflcantly in persistence. 
In order to answer the queries, I will begin with a discussion of consecutive attendance. 
The importance of consecutive attendance was found to have a significance with the 
"'yes" responses for 1987, 1989 and 1990. The percent of "yes" responses were noted as 
93.2%, 90.3% and 92.7% respectively. As compared to the 1985, 1986 and 1988 cohorts. 
These groups had percentages of 76.2, 85.2 and 75.9 of "yes" responses. These responses 
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showed to be equal on the Chi-Square at the .05 level of significance. Consecutive attendance 
for the other groups was not found to be significant and based on the Chi-Square show that 
the groups were in fact equal. The value of the Chi-Square was computed at 10.247. which 
was below the critical value of 11.070. The Chi-Square also showed a significance level of 
.069, at the .05 level. This finding was also confirmed in terms of symmetrical measures. The 
contingency coefficient show a high positive relationship between treatment year and 
consecutive attendance. The high degree of association allows us to ascertain that the groups 
are equal and do not contribute to variation within the study. The next area to be discussed is 
the significance of probation on the within the study. 
The probation factor had a Chi-Square value of 12.171, which is above the critical 
value of the Chi-Square, assessed at 11.070. Since the Chi-Square exceeds the critical value, 
the hypothesis is rejected. The groups are not equivalent even though the association between 
the variables are high. A closer examination utilizing the cross tabulation table (Table 18) 
shows that probation has significant residuals for the 1986 and 1987 cohorts of -2.1 and 2.4, 
respectively. There was also a significant residual of-1.9 noted in the 1990 cohort. The fact 
that the institutional cohorts show significance is important. It shows that employing 
institutional interventions have a positive impact in a students ability to persist. While 
probation shows a strong association, the same can be said for withdrawal behaviors. 
The examination of withdrawal behaviors showed a Chi-Square value of 9.482, with a 
significance of .091,. The critical value of the Chi-Square is 11.070. which does not exceed 
the critical value, based on this finding, the hypothesis is accepted. In addition, the symmetric 
measures show a moderate association for the variables. The cross tabulation chart (Table 21) 
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shows significant differences between the 1985 cohort versus all other cohorts. This leads to 
the conclusion that both intervention groups are equal, when compared to the nonintervention 
year (1985). It should be noted, that while the Chi-Square shows significance, the association 
is also strong. It can be surmised that the demonstration of withdrawal behaviors are 
important factors in the attainment process. While the associations for the previous three 
persistence factors appear to be highly associated, the same cannot be said for students whom 
are academically dismissed. 
The Chi-Square for the variable academic dismissal was assessed at 4.270, with a 
significance of .511. The assessed value of the Chi-Square does not exceed the critical value; 
so we accept the hypothesis. Even though the groups are equal the association related to the 
groups is weak. The symmetrical measures assessed an approximate significance at .511. 
Further examination of the residuals in the cross tabulation chart shows that academic 
dismissal is not highly significant. Only the 1989 cohort came close to meeting the 2.0 
standard for significance. It showed an adjusted residual of 1.7. It leads me to conclude that 
while academic dismissals throughout the groups is consistent, it is a relatively weak factor in 
terms of the study. 
To summarize, while important, persistence does not have a sizable consequence in 
terms of the sources utilized by the treatment groups. As individual factors, persistence 
variables add meaning to the attainment profile. They tell the conditions of progress made by 
the individual treatment groups. The fact that consecutive attendance, probation, withdrawals 
and academic dismissals for all the cohorts are similar and generally show a high degree of 
association; the ability to persist is not an over riding factor based on the treatments received 
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by the individual cohorts. It can be said that persistence is largely in the students domain and 
not subject to variation based on the source of assistance. It can also be said, that in terms of 
persistence that both forms of intervention are equally helpful. There appears to be no 
advantage in receiving interventions from either source. As middling as the effects of 
intervention appear to be base on the ability to persist, substantiative variation does appear in 
the outcome variable "exit status." 
Hypothesis #4. Attainment 
When all is said and done, the bottom line is attainment. The end product is the most 
important factor. The outcome of a students involvement with a PWI cannot be understated. 
The final question and hypothesis is by far the most relevant. 
Do institutions realize an increase in attainment when multiple extra-institu­
tional interventions are applied? 
Hypothesis: 
Students which have experienced multiple extra-institutional interventions will 
differ significantly in attainment. 
The answer to these queries are found through an examination of the exit status of the 
treatment groups. 
Exit status was examined utilizing the same measures as the persistence factors. The 
test statistic, treatment is independent of exit status. The Chi-Square had an assessed value of 
39.616, which was above the critical value of 31.410. Since the critical value was exceeded, 
the hypothesis is rejected. An examination of the symmetrical measures showed that the 
groups had no relationship, because the two variables are independent with an assessed 
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significance of .006. While exit status was assessed to be highly significant, the groups cannot 
be said to be equal. An examination of the cross tabulation chart (Table 27) show that: 
1. The levels of dismissals were not significantly different; 
2. The levels of students continuing towards a degree was lowest for the 1987 
cohort with a residual of -2.2 and the 1990 cohort with a residual of + 3.6; 
3. The levels of students who did not return (even though they were eligible) was 
significant for the 1987 residual of +1.5 and 1989 cohorts residual of -1.8; 
4. The levels of students who did not return for unspecified reasons was signific­
ant for the 1987 residual of -2.2 and 1989 cohort residual of -1-2.5; 
5. Graduation rate was marginally significant for the 1986 cohort with a residual 
of +1.9.; and 
6. The parallels in the data between the 1985 and 1988 cohorts. 
The dismissal rates on a percentage basis was higher for the institutional cohorts and 
lower for the extra-institutional cohorts. The data seems to show as far as dismissals are 
concerned, the students seem to benefit from extra-institutional interventions at a greater rate. 
This is particularly true of groups which received mentoring assistance. Also the dismissal 
numbers declined with each successive extra-institutional intervention. 
Students continuing in the process were relatively similar overall. The differences can 
largely be accounted for by those students who were taking in excess of six years to complete 
their degrees. The astonishing descriptor was in those students who chose not to continue, 
who had not left the institution based on performance. The self selection by students in all 
groups to leave voluntarily is most pronounced. Neither intervention source demonstrated 
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effectiveness in reducing these numbers. However, the numbers leaving the institution 
through self selection are fairly even. 
As discouraging as the numbers for students selecting themselves out of the popula­
tion appear; the numbers for students graduating and reaching the ultimate attainment was 
quite high in relation to receiving no intervention at all. Graduation rates were vastly 
improved over those of students within the non-treatment cohort. Graduation rates for all 
groups were 10 to 20 percent higher than receiving no treatment. Also the graduation rates 
were comparable between the institutional and extra-institutional cohorts. 
Another interesting finding was how the 1985 and 1988 cohorts were similar. Both 
groups had similar results, in spite of the fact that the 1985 cohort received no interventions 
and the 1988 cohort had received intervention. As stated earlier, the 1988 cohort had 
experienced various problems on the campus. Demonstrations concerning treatment off-
campus and charges of insensitivity to student concerns were ongoing throughout the year. 
Problems noted included: unfair police practices and adjudication, housing discrimination, use 
by professors of "racist" texts, lack of effective recruitment practices of students and faculty, 
and ineffective responses by university officials to a variety racially motivated incidents. 
The students, in the face of campus and community strife, performed as if they had 
received no interventions in terms of academic performance and in persistence. The means of 
the 1985 and 1988 cohorts were virtually parallel on: quarters enrolled (Table 1) 7.00 and 
6.34. credits attempted (Table 5) 75.52 and 62.81, GPA (Table 9) 1.89 and 1.85. and 
percentage of "yes" responses on consecutive attendance (Table 15) 76.2 and 75.9. While this 
was not the focus of the study, I feel that this should be reported as a relevant finding. 
68 
Summary 
In light of the fact that the groups were highly symmetrical in most factors under 
investigation and that the introduced interventions were discrete, I feel that the differences 
observed can be indicative of the efiScacy of both methods. The results of the study sheds 
light on three areas: 
1. Trained institutional entities working with students are capable of providing 
efficacious services to the minority population; 
2. the development of additional programs and services outside of the university 
mainstream have at least a marginal effect on the attainment process; and 
3. that students are equally responsible for their own attainment, because they 
control the persistence factors. 
The objective of the study centered on the efficacy of the treatment source. I feel that 
objective has been largely met and borne out by the results of the study. I will elaborate on 
these findings in the final chapter. However. I feel the initial questions posed in this study 
were answered and supported by the data received. While this is not a definitive study, I feel 
that the information garnered fi-om this report is substantive. 
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
This study sought to examine the efiBcacy of interventions by source. The body of the 
literature contained many studies on persistence, retention, institutional fit, student prepared­
ness and racism. Throughout the literature reasons are given for the marginal success of 
Afiican Americans in higher education. The literature indicates that despite the myriad of 
programs, services and interventions; the success rates of Afiican American students has 
charged little over the last thirty years. 
The literature also implies that the lack of success is related to a lack of understanding 
of the needs of this population. The issues are defined in terms of the students inability to 
adapt socially, environmentally and academically. The result of these definitions were to 
attempt to solve the problems through the creation of programs and services which sought to 
remediate problems based on paradigms of racism and cultural incongruity. 
If in fact, the problems of access for African Americans could be found inside of these 
paradigms, then it would stand to reason that the many attempts at intervention would provide 
some viable solutions. However, most of the programing and services provided seem to have 
added to the fiiistrations of an already alienated population. The illusive goal of full and equal 
access is in dire need of some new approaches. 
More recent research has begun to look at the interaction of students with the 
institutions. Prior to these recent studies, most of the research has been based on the students 
adaptation to the institution; with little effort being spent on changes that the iristitutions could 
make to adapt to the changing demographics of the college age population. The need for new 
approaches is obvious in light of the growing and disturbing trend among minority groups to 
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self segregate on predominantly white campuses. 
Charges of institutional racism are consistently lodged by minority populations. 
These charges are commonplace in spite of the wide variety of programs and services 
provided for minority populations. If in fact these efforts do not diminish the discontent of 
minority populations, then can these programs be the answer? Feelings of disenfranchisement 
have resulted in social and in some cases, structural segregation which has been endorsed by 
the minority communities. This indicates to me a capitulation on the part of minorities for 
inclusion into the campus milieu. In addition, it also indicates an abdication of responsibility 
for the clients by institutional entities. 
This study is an examination of the possible consequences of incorporating the need 
sets of a minority population at a PWI into the fabric of the institution at its most basic levels. 
Housing, advising, academic standards, campus organizations and financial aid ofiBcials were 
trained to function and understand both the students and their issues. They were taught to 
articulate the concerns and needs of the population and provide services to the population in a 
manner that would remediate the need situation and teach the students how to ftmction within 
the institution. This was accomplished largely through interaction with the students on issues 
concerning their needs in a direct maimer. As the principles interacted, they learned in a 
transitive manner. The students were empowered to remediate personal situations and the 
campus ofiBcials learned to flmction with students not of the majority. As students increased 
their interaction with the campus entities, two things were noted: 
1. the students felt that the institution was responsive to their problems; and 
2. campus ofiBcials began to recognize that they had the ability to understand the 
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needs of the minority students and to develop methods for meeting needs 
inside of their own purviews. 
This meeting of the minds reduced tensions, brought about a synergy of purpose, and students 
began to see themselves as part of the institution. This can best be demonstrated by the 
dramatic increase in retention, achievement, persistence and attainment of the pxjpulation 
when compared to the performance on these indices by their contemporaries of prior years. 
As encouraging as this trend appeared to be, the requests for culturally based assistance 
predominated. 
In subsequent years extra institutional interventions were developed. Each year an 
additional intervention was added to the mix. The addition of culturally based interventions 
provided marginal gains in the progress toward a degree for the population. The question 
comes to mind; which source of intervention has the greatest eflScacy? Thus, the idea for the 
study was bom. 
The study was developed to examine the efficacy of interventions utilized with 
African American students at a predominantly white institution. The focus of the study was to 
examine if the source of interventions would demonstrate increased retention, persistence, 
achievement and attainment. Four questions were posed at the beginning of the study. Each 
of these questions need to be examined individually. 
1. Does retention differ when African Americans are allowed to interact directly 
with the PWI in all facets of the attainment process? 
The answer to this question is no; there were no significant differences between 
groups which received institutionally based assistance and those which received extra 
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institutional interventions. The examination of number and quarters enrolled showed no 
significant increase for students regardless of the source. However, both groups demon­
strated dramatic increases over the group that received no treatment at all. The second 
question speaks to the students ability to achieve. If students do not experience significant 
gains in their longevity based on the source of assistance, will they experience gains in 
achievement? 
This bring us to question two: 
2. Does achievement differ when Afiican Americans are allowed to interact 
directly with the PWI in all facets of the attainment process? 
The students were examined in terms of credit production and cumulative grade point average 
to see if gains could be found based on the source of interventions received. The answer to 
question two is also, no. An examination of the data shows that the gains recorded by the 
treatment groups demonstrated no significant gains in achievement. Again, while sizable gains 
were made by all of the treatment groups versus the non treatment group, the differences were 
negligible. The exception to this scenario was the 1988 cohort, in both the retention and 
achievement indices. I attribute this to campus strife. The 1988-1989 academic year was 
marked by demonstrations on the campus. Not to belabor the issue, the unrest stemmed fi-om 
treatment by local officials in the surrounding community. It should also be noted, that the 
vast majority of the Afiican American population in the town were students. In any case, with 
the exception of the turmoil year, students progressed at similar rates. 
The third question examines persistence factors (consecutive attendance, probation, 
withdrawals and academic dismissals) which have been identified in the literature as indicators 
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of a students ability to continue toward a degree. 
3. Do institutions realize a increase in the ability to persist, when students are 
allowed to interact with the environs directly? 
In area of persistence there were mixed results. On consecutive attendance, withdrawals and 
academic dismissals; there were no significant difference found. However, the probation 
variable did show significant differences between the groups. In examining the cross tabula­
tion tables, significant differences were found in the 1988 cohort. This is probably due to the 
unsettled campus environment. On the whole, the groups were consistently similar on these 
indices. While major differences to this point are few and far between, differences were very 
apparent in terms of the attainment variable (exit status). 
Question four examines the attainment question: 
4. Do institutions realize an increase in attainment when multiple extra-institu­
tional interventions are applied? 
In terms of the final outcome for the students in the study, differences in attainment were 
noted and significant. However, the differences noted in the data were not consistent 
throughout the groups. The 1987 and 1990 cohorts show significant gains of attainment in 
terms of graduation. The treatment groups fi-om 1986, 1987, 1989 and 1990 showed 
increasing graduation rates. This is unusual because the number of students who simply failed 
to return (even though they were eligible to re-enroll) also increased. While I cannot defini­
tively state a reason. I can suggest that the environs of the town were a contributing factor. 
The off campus environment of this institution has a reputation for being less than hospitable. 
I cannot say how much the environment of the town contributed to this phenomenon, but it 
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would be feir to say that it cannot be ruled out. While the graduation rates increased each 
year (with the exception of the 1988 cohort), the rate of non returnees also increased. It 
seemed to be a situation that can best be stated as: "if you could tolerate the envirorunent. the 
likelihood of attainment increased." In any case, the attainment rates for African Americans 
over the span of the study approached a level comparable to their majority peers. 
The study illustrates that while some differences do exist in the attainment profile, the 
differences are marginal at best. The conclusions that can be drawn are as follows: 
1. When retention, achievement, persistence and attainment rates for groups 
receiving interventions from institutional and extra institutional sources are 
consistent; then the conclusion that the source of interventions is of little 
consequence when the intervention focuses on remediation and problem 
solving based on the client... not the source of the intervention. 
2. When interventions are targeted based on an interaction between client and 
server, an understanding between the parties is both transitive and beneficial. 
3. When the goal for service personnel is attainment, the service provider is not 
consequential. 
In my opinion, this study serves as a starting point for further investigation of ways to better 
service the students ability to reach attainment and the institutions ability to develop compet­
ence in serving every segment of the client population. I feel that this study shows what can 
be done, when an institution decides to truly create access for students who are not in the 
traditional student population. Charges of racism, whether espoused by students or tacitly 
adopted by administrators, faculty and majority students, are symptomatic of the failure of all 
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parties to understand that the problem lies in both camps. If in fact, administrators seek to 
provide true access to minority populations, it is high time that these institutions recognize 
that playing around the edges is no substitute for institutional adaptation and change. In the 
same vein, it is also high time that minority students recognize that their attendance within the 
college milieu is a trial run for inclusion into the larger society. In light of these statements, 
attainment truly becomes questions of will, competence and responsibility for all parties 
involved. 
One of the more salient conclusions which can also be examined are the policy issues 
which are highlighted by the study. In particular. The ability of the extra institutional service 
unit to successfully duplicate and (in some cases) exceed performance of institutional units in 
the provision of services to the subpopulation. I feel that this issue speaks directly to 
competence personnel on the campus that are not being fully utilized. These personnel must 
have a thorough understanding and working knowledge of most campus functions, policies 
and procedure to effectively produce positive results. The need to integrate extra institutional 
personnel and their expertise into the fabric of the institution is obvious. It seems to me an 
ineffective usage of demonstrated talent and ability. Rarely do personnel below executives 
have to be able to comprehend and function at levels generally reserved for Chief student 
affairs ofiBcers or provosts. The time has come to tap this wellspring of talent and demon­
strated ability. 
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Areas for further study 
There are a number of areas available for future study: 
1. This study needs to be expanded and reproduce utilizing multiple institutions in 
order to be definitive. The study should be done with institutions that have 
extra institutional and those which provide only institutionally based interven­
tions. 
2. A study needs to be developed which examines policies and procedures utilized 
by institutions when servicing both the minority and majority student. 
3. A study needs to be developed which examines the feelings of administrators, 
faculty, students and staflfe as to their feelings of the competencies of minority 
students. The purpose of this is to ascertain if personally held beliefs are truly 
a hindrance to the performance of those segments of the college community. 
4. A study needs to be developed to ascertain why institutions feel that separate 
facilities are necessary to provide adequate serN^ces to minority populations. 
5. Conversely, a study should be developed to ascertain why minority students 
feel the need to resegregate themselves. 
6. Extend the study incorporating the 1996 and 1997 cohorts. These groups have 
not received the interventions listed in the study. 
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APPENDIX A. CASE SUMMARIES 
Table 28. Case Summaries of selected variables 
QRTSEN GPACUM CREDITS CONS PROBAT 
ENTRY2 SEP 85 1 1 000 13 yes yes 
T 17 1.705 139 no yes 
3 •> 1000 28 yes yes 
4 4 954 44 yes yes 
5 4 1680 50 no yes 
6 2 1.714 28 yes yes 
7 19 1254 157 yes yes 
8 16 1565 182 yes no 
9 12 1682 123 no no 
10 7 1602 98 yes no 
II 6 1400 60 no yes 
12 6 3.373 91 yes no 
13 4 1 388 36 yes yes 
14 3 be
 
32 yes yes 
15 9 137! 105 yes no 
16 6 1.860 79 no yes 
17 6 1066 60 yes yes 
18 5 1.173 52 yes yes 
!<» 3 1.588 34 yes yes 
20 I 1538 13 yes no 
21 14 3.037 162 yes no 
Total N 21 2! 21 21 21 
Mean 7 00 1.89343 75 52 176 1 67 
Std. Emir of Mean 1,19 J7164 1129 9 52E-02 
WD 
yes 
yes 
no 
no 
no 
no 
yes 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
yes 
no 
yes 
no 
no 
yes 
no 
no 
no 
21 
AD 
no 
yes 
yes 
yes 
no 
no 
ves 
yes 
no 
yes 
no 
no 
yes 
no 
yes 
ves 
EXSTAT4 
other 
dismissai 
dismissal 
dismissal 
dklnoieniDlI 
ddnocemDll 
did not enroll 
graduate 
continuing 
giadiBte 
dtsmissal 
didrexeniDll 
other 
cid not enroll 
did not enroll 
dismissal 
did not enroll 
dismissal 
dismissal 
did not enroll 
graduate 
21 
SEP 86 
Minimum I 000 13 no no no no tiismi&sal 
Maximum 19 3.373 182 yes yes yes yes other 
Std. Deviation 544 78655 51 75 44 48 
Vananoe 29.600 619 2677962 190 233 
Sum 147 39 762 1586 37 35 
1 13 1305 85 no no yes no graduate 
2 6 1818 44 yes no no no did not enroll 
3 3 600 40 yes yes no yes dismissal 
4 17 2.540 211 yes no no no graduate 
5 16 1642 196 yes no no no graduate 
6 14 1959 171 yes no no no graduate 
7 8 1937 no yes no yes dismissal 
8 9 1 786 102 no yes no yes dismissal 
9 7 1.807 52 yes yes yes yes other 
10 11 3019 104 yes no no no graduate 
1! 16 1229 196 yes yes no no graduate 
12 2 750 24 yes yes no yes dismissal 
13 21 1463 190 yes yes yes no graduate 
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14 1 1.600 
IS \5 {.m 
16 2 333 
17 1 000 
18 8 1897 
19 6 1351 
20 3 1.727 
21 12 1218 
22 3 562 
23 3 394 
24 3 1166 
25 1 1666 
26 15 3.056 
27 23 1595 
Total N 27 27 
Mean 8.85 194070 
Sid EnorofMean 1.26 
Minimum 1 000 
Maximum 23 3056 
Std. Devianon 6 57 
Variance 43.131 838 
Sum 239 51399 
1 14 1083 
2 2 1333 
3 8 1128 
4 9 I9II 
5 2 1.285 
6 18 1201 
7 6 I.77I 
8 I 000 
9 16 1658 
10 3 1171 
11 •> 1.000 
12 6 1.883 
13 22 1449 
14 1 000 
15 g I 750 
16 5 1 916 
17 3 1019 
18 6 1217 
19 3 1571 
20 17 1746 
21 13 3000 
22 2 1000 
23 21 1301 
24 3 1.285 
25 13 1333 
26 20 1539 
27 2 076 
yes no no no (fed no( enroll 
no yes yes yes continuing 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes no yes no other 
yes no no no did HOC enroll 
yes no no no didnoc ettfoll 
yes yes no no didnoceiVDll 
yes yes no no giaduate 
yes yes no yes dianissai 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes no no no did not enroll 
yes no no no did not enroll 
yes no no no graduate 
yes no no no graduate 
27 27 27 27 27 
1 85 148 
1366 6.97E-02 980E-02 
no no no no dismissal 
yes yes yes yes other 
70 99 36 51 
131 259 
50 40 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes yes no yes did not enroll 
no yes no yes did not enroll 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes yes no yes ^aduare 
no yes yes yes dismissal 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes yes no no graduate 
yes no no no did not enroll 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes yes no yes did not enroll 
yes yes no no graduate 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes yes no no didnoleraDll 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes yes no yes graduate 
yes no no no graduate 
yes yes yes no other 
yes yes no no graduate 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes no no no gradiate 
yes yes no no graduate 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
10 
148 
24 
0 
98 
74 
44 
137 
32 
38 
48 
12 
176 
225 
27 
94.26 
17615 
0 
225 
91530 
5040.123 
2545 
168 
12 
78 
102 
28 
208 
57 
14 
205 
35 
8 
77 
187 
8 
80 
48 
52 
69 
28 
197 
189 
12 
196 
35 
165 
189 
26 
79 
28 : 896 
29 3 2.555 
30 6 2.956 
31 19 2.285 
32 3 4000 
33 II 2.708 
34 2 750 
35 5 1000 
36 3 1 727 
37 5 1 616 
38 8 1.594 
39 14 3 540 
40 9 1 951 
41 4 1422 
42 3 3 125 
43 16 1974 
44 20 1205 
Total N 44 44 
Mean 8.16 102182 
Sid. Error of Mean 98 
Minimum 1 000 
Maximum 22 4 000 
Std. Deviation 6.51 
Vananoc 41416 721 
1 
Sum 359 
1 
88960 
1200 
2 3 290 
3 5 X050 
4 3 1.370 
5 11 2.590 
6 lU 1380 
7 1 570 
8 13 3 590 
9 16 X420 
10 4 2.330 
11 1 3000 
12 12 1540 
13 2 600 
14 3 830 
15 5 1.330 
16 1 000 
17 4 1900 
18 4 1000 
19 17 1250 
20 6 1120 
21 4 zooo 
22 6 1290 
23 ! 1330 
24 S 1.580 
yes yes no yes disnussal 
yes no no no did not enroll 
yes no no no did not enroll 
yes yes yes yes graduate 
no no no no did not enroll 
yes yes no yes graduate 
yes yes no yes Htgnnaal 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes yes no no didno(enn>ll 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes no no no gradiate 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes yes no no dKlnoc enroll 
yes no no no graduate 
yes yes no yes graduate 
44 44 44 44 44 
1.93 1 82 
1068 384E-02 5 88E-02 
no no no no dismissal 
yes yes yes yes other 
70 85 25 39 
6 50IE-02 152 
85 80 
yes yes no no ocha 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
no yes yes yes dkinoc enroll 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes yes no yes graduate 
yes yes no no graduate 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
no no no no graduate 
yes yes no yes graduate 
no no no no did not enroll 
yes no no no did not enroll 
no no no no did noc enroll 
yes yes yes yes dismissal 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
no no yes no other 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
no yes yes no didmt enroll 
yes yes no yes oontinmng 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes yes no no dd not enroll 
yes yes no no didnot eniDll 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
29 
36 
69 
203 
20 
127 
16 
66 
44 
65 
79 
174 
103 
45 
32 
195 
200 
44 
9036 
12805 
g 
208 
84938 
5019493 
3976 
10 
28 
42 
38 
125 
90 
28 
98 
154 
24 
12 
133 
20 
24 
48 
13 
41 
28 
174 
72 
36 
68 
12 
76 
80 
25 12 1180 109 yes yes no no oontmung 
26 19 Z730 192 yes yes no no graduate 
27 1 000 12 yes yes no no dKlnot enroll 
28 5 1180 34 yes no no no other 
29 3 1.570 28 yes yes no no dklrDCentDil 
30 2 1.000 22 yes yes yes no other 
31 8 1710 92 yes no no no graduate 
32 5 1.290 65 no yes no yes dismissal 
33 I 660 4 yes yes no no didnocemoll 
34 5 1 870 54 no yes no yes dismissal 
35 3 1500 16 no no yes no other 
36 6 1780 75 yes no no no dklnotenroU 
37 13 1510 119 yes no no no graduate 
38 3 1340 41 yes no no no other 
39 16 3310 196 yes no no no graduate 
40 ID 1180 68 no yes yes yes other 
41 7 1000 44 no yes yes no did not enroll 
42 6 1940 64 yes no no no lid not enroll 
43 9 1620 107 yes no no no other 
44 1 1000 12 yes no no no did not enroll 
45 8 1 820 82 no yes no yes dismissal 
46 1 1500 16 yes no no no did not enroll 
47 2 000 21 yes yes no yes dismissal 
48 4 1 280 50 yes yes no yes dismissal 
49 18 3 130 196 yes no no no graduate 
50 9 1940 101 no yes no yes did not enroll 
51 000 12 yes yes no yes dismissal 
52 5 1.320 46 yes yes no no dismissal 
53 3 380 32 yes yes no yes dismissal 
54 11 1180 84 yes yes no yes did not enroll 
55 3 1.520 42 yes yes no no ddnot enroll 
56 19 1350 151 no yes no yes connnuing 
57 3 1320 38 yes yes no no did not enroll 
58 3 I 500 24 yes yes no yes dismissal 
Tocal N 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 
Mean 6 34 1 84948 6181 I 76 I 71 
Std EnorofMcan 67 11378 672 567E-02 603E-02 
Minimum 1 000 4 no no no no dismissal 
Maximum 19 3.590 196 yes yes yes yes other 
Std. Deviation 509 86653 5122 43 46 
Vananoe 25.879 751 2621998 186 211 
Sum 368 107.270 3643 102 99 
1 23 1240 164 yes yes no no continuing 
2 20 3 no 160 yes no no no graduate 
3 5 1940 64 yes yes no no ddnot enroll 
4 15 1940 210 yes no no no graduate 
5 6 1380 60 yes yes no no other 
6 9 2.090 90 yes yes no no graduate 
7 1 1 600 12 yes no no no other 
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8 13 2380 
9 3 670 
10 13 Z230 
11 12 1560 
12 2 000 
13 4 1040 
14 11 1580 
15 4 1440 
16 9 1.590 
17 9 1570 
18 2 1290 
19 3 IIIO 
20 2 1.860 
21 3 1050 
22 15 1570 
23 7 1.320 
24 10 l.OOO 
25 7 3.650 
26 5 1120 
27 2 1500 
28 3 1000 
29 I 660 
30 17 1250 
31 15 1540 
Total N 31 31 
Mean 8.10 107355 
Std Eirarof Mean 1 08 
Minimum 1 000 
Maximum 23 3.650 
Sid Deviation 5.99 
Vananoe 35 890 556 
Sum 251 64.280 
1 6 1630 
2 2 840 
3 4 1 230 
4 5 1660 
5 7 3 400 
6 9 1890 
7 7 1.750 
8 8 1180 
9 6 1840 
10 9 1060 
11 5 1 480 
12 6 1260 
13 3020 
14 4 1 660 
IS 6 1.740 
16 10 1340 
17 T 1 750 
yes yes no no did noc enroll 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes yes no no graduate 
yes yes no no graduate 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes yes no no other 
yes yes no no graduate 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
no yes yes yes oontinuing 
yes no no no graduate 
yes yes no no other 
yes no no no other 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes no no no did not enroll 
yes no no no graduate 
no yes no yes dismissal 
no yes no yes oontinuing 
yes no no no other 
yes yes no yes other 
yes no yes no other 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes yes no no graduate 
yes no no no continuing 
31 31 31 31 31 
190 1.68 
11 15 5 40E-02 8.53E-02 
no no no no dismissal 
yes yes yes yes other 
6110 30 48 
9032E-02 126 
59 52 
yes no no no did not enroll 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes yes no yes dKlnot enroll 
yes yes no no did not enroll 
yes no no no grsluate 
yes no no no commuing 
yes yes no yes dismissal 
yes yes yes yes other 
yes no no no did not enroll 
yes yes no yes did not enroll 
no yes no yes dismissal 
yes no no no did noc enroll 
yes yes no no graduate 
no yes no yes did not enroll 
yes yes no no other 
yes yes no no commuing 
ves yes no no other 
160 
24 
164 
106 
11 
45 
110 
36 
68 
103 
28 
35 
28 
42 
188 
59 
56 
70 
49 
8 
28 
12 
187 
162 
31 
8190 
13388 
8 
210 
74539 
3856.357 
2539 
67 
25 
52 
60 
80 
110 
n 
90 
lb 
117 
46 
78 
195 
45 
70 
114 
16 
82 
18 10 2640 110 yes no no no continuing 
19 18 1980 182 yes yes no yes connnuing 
20 1 3330 12 yes no no no dKlno( enroll 
21 2 1000 16 yes yes yes yes other 
22 1 2670 12 yes no no no did not enroll 
23 12 2670 149 y® no no no oocBiniiiRg 
24 2 3.120 26 yes no no no did not enroll 
25 3 530 38 no yes no yes dismissal 
26 10 3360 107 yes no no no graduate 
27 4 2690 64 yes no no no giaduate 
28 12 1 930 179 yes yes no yes oxmnuing 
29 8 2400 96 yes yes no no giadiBte 
30 5 2920 53 yes no no no other 
31 18 2870 205 yes no no no dismissal 
32 3 2440 32 yes no no no did not enroll 
33 16 2 630 180 yes no no no oontinuing 
34 8 3330 114 yes no no no graduate 
35 S 1.500 52 yes yes no yes dismissal 
36 1 3330 12 yes no no no did not enroll 
37 15 2560 217 yes yes no no graduate 
38 16 2120 170 yes yes no yes continuing 
39 9 2150 73 yes yes yes no other 
40 5 3 100 40 yes no no no oonnnuing 
41 3 1.320 31 yes yes no yes did not enroll 
Total N 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 
Mean 741 232488 84.95 193 1 54 
Sid Enorof Mean 80 11510 9 17 4 12E-02 7 88E-02 
Minimum 1 530 12 no no no no dismissal 
Maximum 21 3400 217 yes yes yes yes other 
Std Deviation 5 14 73700 58.75 26 50 
Vananoe 26 399 543 3451 398 6 951E-02 255 
Sum 3(M 95 320 3483 79 63 
N 222 -nt 222 -m n-t-t 222 
Mean 751 201798 80.05 1 86 166 
Std. EirorofMean 39 5 5746E-02 4 12 236E-02 3 18E-02 
Minimuni I 000 0 no no no no dismissal 
Maximum 23 4.000 225 yes yes yes ye> other 
Sid Devianon 5 75 83059 61.38 35 47 
Vananoe 33065 690 124 225 
Sum 1668 447991 \Tm 412 369 
APPENDIX B. 
Table 29. Cross tabulation 
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
chart - treatment vs admission status 
EMTRY2 
SEP 85 SEP 86 SEP 87 SEP 88 SEP 89 SEP 90 Total 
app Count 0 0 0 6 4 4 14 
% within 
ADSTAT3 0% 0% 0% 4Z9% 28.6% 28.6% 100.0% 
% within 
EhfTRY2 0% .0% .0% 10.3% 12.9% 9.8% 6.3% 
% of Total 0% .0% .0% Z7% 1 8% 1.8% 6.3% 
Std. 
Residual 
-1.2 -1.3 -1.7 1.2 15 9 
Adjusted 
Residual -12 -1.4 -1.9 1.5 1.6 1.0 
athlete Count 6 3 17 15 13 6 60 
% within 
ADSTAT3 10.0% 5.0% 28.3% 25.0% 21.7% 10.0% 100.0% 
% within 
EMTRY2 28.6% 11.1% 38.6% 25.9% 41.9% 14.6% 27 0% 
% of Total 2.7% 1.4% 7.7% 6.8% 5.9% 2.7% 27 0% 
Std. 
Residual 
1 -1.6 1.5 -2 1.6 -15 
Adjusted 
Residual 2 -2.0 1.9 -2 2.0 -2.0 
regular Count 13 20 20 24 7 19 103 
% within 
ADSTAT3 12.6% 19.4% 19.4% 23.3% 6.8% 18.4% 100.0% 
% within 
ENTRY2 
61.9% 74 1% 45.5% 41.4% 22.6% 46.3% 46.4% 
% of Total 5.9% 9.0% 9.0% 10.8% 3.2% 8.6% 46.4% 
Std. 
Residual 
1.0 2.1 - 1 -6 -19 0 
Adjusted 
Residual 1.5 3.1 - 1 -9 -29 0 
transftf Count 2 4 7 13 7 12 45 
% within 
A0STAT3 44% 8.9% 15.6% 28 9% 
15.6% 26.7% 100.0% 
% within 
ENTRY2 
9.5% 14.8% 15.9% 22.4% 22.6% 29.3% 20.3% 
% of Total 9% 1.8% 3.2% 5.9% 3.2% 5.4% 20.3% 
Std. 
Residual 
-1.1 -6 -6 4 3 13 
Adjusted 
Residual 
-1.3 -8 -8 5 .3 16 
Count 21 27 44 58 31 41 222 
% within 
ADSTAT3 9.5% 
12.2% 198% 26.1% 14.0% 18.5% 100.0% 
% within 
ENTRY2 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 9.5% 12.2% 19.8% 26.1% 14.0% 18.5% 100.0% 
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Table 30. Cross tabulation chart - treatment vs gender 
ENTRY2 
SEP B5 SEP 86 SEP 87 SEP 88 SEP 89 SEP 90 Total 
gender: fiemale Count 6 7 12 17 8 11 61 
9.8% 11.5% 19.7% 27.9% 13.1% 18.0% 100.0% 
% within 
GENDER2 
% within 
ENTRY2 28.6% 25.9% 27.3% 29.3% 25.8% 26.8% 27.5% 
% of Total 2.7% 3.2% 5.4% 7.7% 3.6% 5.0% 27.5% 
1 -.2 0 3 -2 -1 
Std. 
Residual 
Adjusted 
Residual 
-.2 0 4 -.2 -1 
male Count 15 20 32 41 23 30 161 
9.3% 12.4% 19.9% 25.5% 14.3% 18.6% 100.0% 
% within 
GENDER2 
% within 
ENTRY2 
71.4% 74.1% 72.7% 70.7% 74.2% 73.2% 725% 
% Of Total 6.8% 9.0% 14.4% 18.5% 10.4% 13 5% 72.5% 
- 1 1 0 - 2 1 0  
Std. 
Residual 
Adjusted 
Residual 
-.1 .2 .0 -4 .2 1 
Total Count 21 27 44 58 31 41 222 
9.5% 12.2% 19.8% 26.1% 140% 18.5% 1000% % within 
GENDER2 
% within 
ENTRY2 
100 0% 100 0% 100 0% 100 0% 100 0% 100 0% 100 0% 
% of Total 9.5% 12.2% 19 .8% 261% 14.0% 18.5% 100.0% 
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Table 31. Cross tabulation chart - treatment vs high school environment 
ENTRY2 
SEP 85 SEP 86 SEP 87 SEP 88 SEP 89 SEP 90 Total 
mner Count 13 17 27 42 23 27 149 
aty-pub % wrthm 
HSE3 8 7% 11 4% 181% 282% 154% 18 1% 100 0% 
% wTthin 
EmRY2 6V9% 63.0% 61 4% 72.4% 742% 65 9% 67 1% 
% of Total 59% 77% 1Z2% 189% 104% 122% 67 1% 
Std. 
ResKJual -3 -3 -5 5 5 -1 
Adjusted 
Resfduai -5 -5 -9 1 0 9 -2 
mneroty-prv Count 3 0 1 1 0 6 
% within 
HSE3 167% 50 0% 0% 16 7% 167% 0% 100 0% 
% within 
ENTRY2 4B% 11 1% 0% 1 7% 32% 0% 2.7% 
% of Total 5% 1 4% 0% 5% 5% 0% 2 7% 
Std 
Residual 6 2.7 -11 -5 2 -1 1 
Ac^usted 
Residual 6 29 -1 2 -5 2 -1 2 
suourtMn Count 2 2 11 11 5 11 42 
% within 
HSE3 4 8% 4 8% 26 2% 26 2% 11 9% 26 2% 100 0% 
% within 
ENTRY2 9 5% 7 4% 25 0% 190% 161% 26 8% 18 9% 
% of Total 9% 9% 50% 50% 23% 50% 189% 
Std. 
Residual -1 0 -1 4 9 0 
.4 1 2 
Ad|usted 
Residual 
-t 2 -1 6 1 2 0 .4 1 4 
otner Count 5 5 6 4 2 3 25 
% wfthin 
HSE3 20 0% 20 0% 24 0% 
160% 80% 120% 100 0% 
% within 
ENTKY2 23 8% 
18 5% 13 6% 69% 6 5% 7 3% 11 3% 
% of Total 2 3% 2 3% 2 7% 1 8% 9% 1 4% 11 3% 
Std 
Residual 1 7 1 1 5 -1 0 -8 -8 
Adjusted 
Residual 
1 9 1 3 6 -1 2 -9 -9 
Count 21 27 44 58 31 41 222 
% wrthin 
HSE3 9 5% 122% 198% 261% 14 0% 
18 5% 100 0% 
% within 
ENTRY2 100 0% 100 0% 
iroo% 100 0% 100 0% 1X0% 100 0% 
% of Total 9 5% 12.2% 198% 261% 14 0% 18 5% 100 0% 
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Table 32. Chi-Square Chart 
- treatment vs admission status 
Value df 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson 
ChnSquare 
33.382® 15 .004 
Likelihood Ratio 39.170 15 .001 
N of Valid Cases 222 
a. 7 cells (29.2%) have expected count less than S. The minimum expected 
count is 1.32. 
Table 33. Symmetrical measures chart 
- treatment vs admission status 
Value Approx Sig. 
388 .004 
224 .004 
362 .004 
Nominal by 
Nominal 
Phi 
Cramer's V 
Contingency 
Coeffident 
N of Valid Cases 222 
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Table 34. Chi-Square chart - treatment vs gender 
Value df 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson 
.196® 
.999 Chi-Square 0 
Likelihood Ratio .196 5 .999 
Unear-t>y-Linear 
.006 1 .937 Association 
N of Valid Cases 222 
 ^0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5 The minimum expected count 
IS 5 77 
Table 35. Symmetric measures chart 
- treatment vs gender 
Value Appfox Sig. 
Nominal by 
Nominal 
Phi 
Cramer's V 
Contingency 
Coeffident 
.319 
184 
.304 
.093 
.093 
.093 
N of Valid Cases 222 
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Table 36. Symmetric measures 
treatment vs high school environment 
Value 
Nominal by 
Nominal 
N of Valid Cases 
Phi 
Cramer's V 
Contingency 
Coefficient 
.030 
.030 
.030 
222 
Approx. Sig. 
.999 
.999 
.999 
Table 37. Chi-Square chart 
treatment vs high school environment 
Value df 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson 
Chl-Square 
Likelihood Ratio 
N of Valid Cases 
22.600 
21.720 
222 
15 
15 
093 
115 
a. 12 cells (50.0%) have expected count less tnan 5. The minimum expected 
count IS .57 
89 
REFERENCES CITED 
Abraham. J., & Wagnon, B. (1992). Helping students ease into college. Planning for 
Higher Education. 21(1). 32-36. 
Abrahamowicz, D. (1988). College involvement, perceptions, and satisfection: A 
study of membership in student organizations. Journal of College Student Development. 29. 
233-238. 
Adams, H. G. (1994). Creating a campus climate that supports academic excellence 
(pp. 4). RoUa, MO: the GEM Center. 
Adolphus, S. H. (1984, June). Equity postponed: Continuing barriers to higher 
education. Paper presented at the Policy conference on Postsecondary Programs for the 
Disadvantaged, Racine, WI. 
Allen, W. R. (1988). Black students in the U.S. higher Education: Toward improving 
access, adjustment, and achievement. The Urban Review. 20. 165-167. 
Anderson, M. J. (1996). An assessment of efforts to retain african american students 
and other minorities in business programs. Equity and Excellence in Education. 29(3). 18-26. 
Anrig, G. R. (1985). A challenge for the states: Protecting minority access within 
system wide admissions standards. AAHE Bulletin. 1985rMav'>. 3-7. 
Astin, A. (1984). Student involvement: A developmental theory for higher education. 
Journal of College Student Personnel. 25(4). 297-308. 
Astin, A. (1993). What matters in college? Four critical years revisited. San Fran­
cisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
Astin, A. (1994). Educational equity and the problems of assessment. In M. Justiz, R. 
Wilson, & L. Bjork (Eds.), Minorities in higher education . Phoenix, AZ: ACE - Oryx Press. 
Ballard, A. B. (1973). Academia's record of benign neglect. Change. 5(2V 27-33. 
Bennett, C., & Okinaka, A. M. (1989, March). Factors related to persistence among 
AsiarL black. Hispanic, and white undergraduates at a predominately white university: 
Comparison between first and fourth year cohorts. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of 
the American Educational Research Association, San Francisco, CA. 
90 
Berkowitz, S. G. (1992). Satisfactory progress rules and the grades of students . 
Rockyille, MD: Westat, Inc. 
Berry, M. F. (1983). Blacks in predominately white institutions of higher education. 
In J. D. William (Ed.), The state of black america. (pp. 295-318). New York, NY; National 
Urban League. 
Blake, E., Jr. (1973, 1973). The development of equal opportunity in relation to 
historical pattents in higher education. Paper presented at The University of Iowa Training 
Institute for EOP Administrators, Iowa City, lA. 
Buncombe, M. H. (1973). Black students on white campuses. Critique. 4(4). 1-4. 
Cambum, E. M. (1990). College completion among students from high schools 
located in large metropolitan areas. American Journal of Education. August. 551-569. 
Chickering, A. W., & Reisser, L. (1993). Education and Identity. San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass. 
Copeland. L. L. (1979). A theory on the conceptual development of institutional 
racism: The interview (pp. 22). 
Cotera, A. S. (1988). Student access to the Arizona University System with studies of 
retention & persistence: a research guide . Phoenix, AZ: Arizona Board of Regents. 
Cross, L. H. (1993). CoUege grading: Achievement, attitudes, and eflFort. College 
Teaching. 41. Fall(4). 143-48. 
Davis, R. D. (1995, April). Perceptions of the college experience: African American 
students on a predominantly white campus or a qualitative piece of the retentinn piiT^le Paper 
presented at the Annual conference for Recruitment and Retention of Minorities in Education 
(9th, April 9-11, 1995), Syracuse, NY. 
Dent, H. E. (1974, July). Institutional racism: A barrier to change. Paper presented at 
the Conference on Democratic Education for American Society, Berkeley, CA. 
Dey, E. L., & Hurtado, S. (1995). College impact, student impact: A reconsideration 
of the role of students within america. Higher Education. 30(2). 207-23. 
Ebbers, L. H., & Henry, S. L. (1990). Cultural competence: A new challenge to 
student afiairs professionals. NASPA Journal. 27(4). 319-23. 
91 
Flanagan, P. A. (1992). Raising standards: State poUcies to improve academic 
preparation for college.. Rockville, MD; Westat, Inc. 
Florida State Postsecondary Education Planning Commission, T. (1996). Course 
withdrawal and forgiveness policies. Report and recommendation.. Tallahassee, PL: Author. 
Fox, R. N. (1985). Application of a conceptual model of college withdrawal to 
disadvantaged students. New York, NY: City University of New York. 
Gill, W. E. (1989). The need for a special services project at Bowie State University . 
Bowie, MD: Bowie State University. 
Gold, M. V. (1992). The bridge; A siunmer enrichment program to retain african-
american collegians. Journal of the Freshman Year Experience. 4(2). 101-117. 
Gordon, E. W., & Fahrer, K. (1976). Equal opportunity in higher education: A 
review of the studies of programs. IRCD Bulletin. 11(11. 7-15. 
Gordon, E. W., & Humphries, F. S. (1984, June). Social and ethical context of 
special programs. Paper presented at the Policy Conference On Postsecondary Programs for 
the Disadvantaged, Racine, WI. 
Gordon, J. A. (1990). Minority culture-based programming in the six four-vear 
institutions of higher education in the state of Washington . Spokane, WA: Washington State 
Higher Education Commission. 
Gossett. B. J., Cuyjet, M., J., & Cockriel, 1. (1996). African Americans' and non-
african sense of mattering and marginality at public, predominately white institutions. Equity 
and Excellence. 29(3). 37-42. 
GrifBn, O. T. (1991). Strategies for black student retention; A conceptual review. 
Western Journal of Black Studies. 15(4). 235-241. 
Gunn, B. (1986). The triadic format of administrative accountability. Journal of the 
College and University Personnel Association. 37(4. Winter), 10-17. 
Hanford. G. H. (1984, June, 1982). Barriers to higher education revisited. Paper 
presented at the Policy conference on Postsecondary Programs for the Disadvantaged. Racine. 
WI. 
92 
Holton, S. A. (1995). It's nothing new: A history of conflict in higher education. 
New Direction in Higher Education. 92rwinter 1995), 11-18. 
Hopson, G. E. (1990). A study of academic performance and retention and minority 
assistance peer (MAP't program participants and non-participants at the University of South 
Carolina. Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Uniyersity of South Carolina, Columbia, SC. 
Hudson, J. B. (1990). The impact of minimum admi«;ginn s^anH^rds: 1986-1989 . 
Louisville, KY: Louisville University. Preparatory Division. 
Hurtado, S. (1995). Social interaction on campus: Differences among self-perceive 
ability groups. Paper presented at the Association of Institutional Researchers Annual Forum. 
Hurtado, S., Dey, E., & Travino, J. (1994). Exclusion or self segregation? Interaction 
across racial/ethnic groups on college campuses. Paper presented at the Annual Conference 
of the American Educational Research Association. 
Illinois State Board of Higher Education, S. (1995). Undergraduate education: 
Assessing college student achievement. Item#6 . Springfield, EL: Author. 
Kane, T. J. (1994). Race, college attendance and college completion . Cambridge, 
Ma.: Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C.; Harvard University, Kennedy School of 
Government. 
Kappner, A. S. (1991. April). The role of leadership in planning and implementing 
diversity. Paper presented at the Annual National Convention of the American Association of 
Community and Junior colleges (71st), Kansas city, MO. 
Kobrak, P. (1992). Black student retention in predominately white regional universi­
ties: The politics of faculty involvement. Journal of Negro Education. 61(4^. 509-529. 
Krech, A. S. (1994, July). Accountability and the movement to performance indica­
tors : the South Carolina experience: Guidelines for institutional effectiveness. Paper pre­
sented at the Summer Data Conference of the National Center for Educational Statistics. 
Arlington, Virginia. 
Kuh, 0. D. (1993). Assessing campus environments. In M. J. Barr (Ed.), The 
handbook of student affairs administration (pp. 30-48). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
93 
Lambert, J. C. (1991). A college remedial reading program and the effects on 
retention and achievement. Monticello, AR.: University of Arkansas. 
Land, E. R., & Land, W. A. (1992, November 13,1992). A proposal for the imple­
mentation of programs for cultiirallv diverse students on a predominately white universitv 
campus. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Mid-South Educational Research 
Association, Knoxville, TN. 
Leon, D. J. (1979, March). Institutional racism and the educational opportunity 
program: A study of organizational change for reform. Paper presented at the Annual meeting 
of the American Sociological Association, Boston, MA. 
Leslie, L. L., & Oaxaca, R L. (1998). Women and minorities in Higher Education. 
Tucson, AZ. 
Lively, K. (1993). States step up efforts to end remedial courses at four-year colleges. 
Chronicle of Higher Education. 39(25). A28. 
Lomotey, BC. (1990, April). The retention of african-american students: the effects of 
institutional arrangements in higher education. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, Boston, MA. 
Love, B. J. (1993). Issues and problems in the retention of black students in predomi­
nantly white institutions of higher education. Equity and Excellence. 26( 1). 27-36. 
Mancini-Billson, J., & Brooks- Terry, M. (1987). A student retention model for 
higher education. College and Universitv. 62(4. summer), 290-305. 
Manzo. K.-K. (1994). Priorities: retention programs more visible after decades of 
neglect. Black Issues in Higher Education. 10(24). 16-18. 21-25. 
Martin, O. L. (1990, April 1990). The college milieu for the 1990s: increasing black 
student retention rates on white campuses. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, Boston, MA. 
Martin, 0. L., & Williams-Dixon, R. (1991). The student-institutional fit for the 
african american student: Do college retention programs facilitate academic and social access? 
94 
McKeown, M. P. (1996). State funding formulas for four-vear institutions . Washing­
ton, D.C.; State Higher Education Executive OfBcers Association. 
Mosqueda, L. J. (1981, September 5, 1981). The persistence of institutional racism in 
higher education: It's roots and remedies. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
American Political Science Association, New York, NY. 
Nettles, M., Gosman, E. J., Thoney, A. R., & Dandridge, B. A. (1985). The causes 
and consequences of college students' performance: A focus on black and white students' 
attrition rates, progression rates and grade point averages. (CB50-CCCSP385). Nashville, 
TN.: Tennessee Higher Education Commission. 
NoeL, L., & Levitz, R. (Eds.). (1985). Increasing student retention. San Francisco, 
CA: Jossey - Bass. 
Ohio State Legislative-Office of Educational Oversight, C. (1996). Remedial and 
developmental programs in Ohio's public colleges and universities . Columbus, OH: Author. 
Pamham, T., & Helms, J. (1985). Attitudes of racial identity and self-esteem of black 
college students: An exploratory investigation. Journal of College Student Personnel 26(31. 
143-147. 
Pascarella, E. T. (1984). College environmental influences on students' educational 
aspirations. Journal of Higher Education. 55(61. 751-771. 
Pascarella, E. T., Smart, J. C.. Ethinton, C. A., & Nettles, M. T. (1987). The 
influence of college on self-concept: A consideration of race and gender differences. 
American Educational Research Journal. 24(11. 49-77. 
Peng, S. S., & Korb, R. (1991, May). Improving minority participation in higher 
education: A national challenge. Paper presented at the Annual Forum of the Association for 
Institutional Research, San Francisco, CA. 
Pennsylvania College of Technology, W. (1993). Pennsylvania College of Technology 
non-returning student (leaverl survey report (Attrition statistics ). Williamsport, PA: Author. 
Petersen, G. J., & Petersen, K. M. (1996). Bottom half of the pool: Who is admitted 
to teacher education.. Washington. D.C.: National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education. 
95 
Phillip, M. C. (1993). Too many institutions still taking band-aid approach to minority 
student retention, experts say. Black Issues in Higher Education. 9(24Y 24-26,28. 
Porter, O. F. (1989, March 27,1989). The influence of institutional control on the 
persistence of minority students: A descriptive analysis. Paper presented at the Annual 
Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San Francisco, CA. 
Randall, K., & Globetti, E. (1992). Desired competencies of the chief student affairs 
oflBcer as perceive by college presidents. College Student Affairs Journal. 11(3. winter). 54-
61. 
Rodriguez, E. M. (1995). College admission requirements: A new role for states.. 
Denver, CO: Education Commission of the States; State Higher Education Executive OflBcers 
Association. 
Rodriguez, Y. (1989). Collaborative model for minority recruitment and retention via 
the creation of the futurt?- prnfe^stinngk of the 21st century club . Glassboro. NJ: Glassboro 
State College. 
Rosenberg, M., & McCullough, B. C. (1981). Mattering: Inferred significance to 
parents and mental health among adolescence. In R. Simmons (Ed.). Research in community 
and mental health. (Vol. 2, pp. 163-182). Greenwich, CT.: JAI Press. 
Schlossberg, N. K. (Ed.). (1989). Marginalitv and mattering: Kev issues in commu­
nity building. (Vol. 48). San Francisco, CA.: Jossey-Bass. 
Sherman, R. H., & Tinto, V. (1975, April, 1975). The effectiveness of secondary and 
higher education intervention programs. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, Washington D.C. 
Snowbeck, -. C. (1996). Priming the Pump. Black-Issues-in-Higher-Education. 
12(26), 28-29. 
Spears, A. K. (1978). Institutional racism and the education of blacks. Anthropology 
and Education Quarterly. 9(2). 127-36. 
Steward, R. J. J., James. (1989). Academic persistence and black university students' 
perceived personal competencies. 
96 
Stith, P. L. R., Fitz. (1994, May 29- June 1, 1994). Facultv/student interaction: 
Impact on student retention. AIR 1994 annual forum paper. Paper presented at the Annual 
Forum of the Association for Institutional Research (34th), New Orleans, La, 
Sutherland, M. E., & Williams-Myers, A. J. (1991). Institutional responses to 
students of African descent attending the State University of New York at Albany. The 
College of Oneata. and Hudson VaUey community College.. Albany, NY: SUNY at Albany. 
Swain Cade- McCoullum, V. (1994). Interim recommendations to promote minority 
permanence at the uniyersity of pennsylyania. Working draft for discussion : Uniyersity of 
Pennsylyania. 
Themstrom, S. (1995). The black - white student mismatch problem in university 
admissions. Journal of Blacks in Higher Education, df winter 1994/1995). 62-65. 
Tinto, V. (1987). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes of student retention. 
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 
Tinto, V. (1998). Colleges as communities: Taking research on student persistence 
seriously. The Review of Higher Education. 21(2). 167-177. 
Tripp, L. (1986). From working class to middle class: Ideology and socialization. 
Negro Educational Review. 37(July). 144-153. 
Wiggans, G. (1991). Toward one system of education: Assessing to improve, not 
merely audit. State policy and assessment in higher education. ESC working paper.. Denver. 
CO.: Education Commission of the States. 
Williams, E. G. (1992). "Limited access" programs: Expectations that threaten the 
Florida Higher education articulation agreement.. Gainesville, FL: University of Florida, 
Institute of Higher Education. 
97 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
I would like to take this opportunity to thank all those persons who made it possible for 
me to produce this unique study. 
I would like to extend my sincere thanks to those persons who believed in and supported the 
efforts illustrated in this study: 
E>r. Brendan McDonald, President 
Dr. David Sprague, Vice President of Student Affairs (Ret.) 
Dr. Josephine Davis, Vice President of Student Affairs 
Dr. Linda Lamwers, Associate Vice President of Academic Afl&irs 
I would also like to acknowledge those persons whose assistance was essential in collecting and 
compiling the data utilized in this study: 
Dr. Eugene Gilchrist, Vice President of Administrative Affairs 
Mr. Tom Stein, Director. Institutional Research 
Mr. Frank Loncorich, Director, Financial Aid 
Mrs. Patricia Potter, Associate Vice President of Student Affairs 
Mrs. Patricia Gambill, Director, Campus Organizations 
Mrs. Jennifer Whitten, Assistant Director, Minority Student Programs 
Mr. Michael Hayman, Director, Department of Residence 
I would like to give special acknowledgment to my mentors and friends without whose guidance 
this opportunity would not have been possible: 
Dr. George A. Jackson, 
Dr. Larry Ebbers, 
Dr. Daniel Robinson, 
Dr. Richard Warren, 
Dr. Gary Phye, 
Most importantly, I would like to thank the person who helped make the attainment goal possible 
for every student in this study; and without whose help the task of helping those students would 
have been arduous: Mrs. Susan Handley, Administrative Assistant, Minority Student Programs. 
IMAGE EVALUATION 
TEST TARGET (QA-3) 
150mm 
IM/IGE. Inc 
1653 East Main Street 
Rochester, NY 14609 USA 
Phone: 716/482-0300 
Fax: 716/288-5989 
